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ABSTRACT 
 
Sustainability reporting has often been examined from the corporate perspective 
(Higgins, Milne & van-Gamberg, 2014; Mikkila & Toppinen, 2008; Milne & Patten, 
2002). However, a review of the literature indicates that, when assessing 
sustainability reports, limited attention has been given to the views of stakeholders, 
particularly those of environmental non-governmental organisations (ENGOs) 
(Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Joensuu, Koskela & Onkila, 2015; Tilt, 2007). 
 
This study uncovers the ENGO perspective on sustainability disclosure and practice 
in the case of the Australian forestry industry, and identifies the multiple strategies 
ENGOs use to influence corporate reporting, as well as the sustainability practices. 
The Australian forestry industry is represented by the five forestry corporations listed 
on the Australian Stock Exchange (ASX). The environmental stakeholder 
perspectives are taken from the six forestry-focused ENGOs operating nationally in 
Australia, and the perspectives of eight third-party commentators are also included to 
shed light on the relationships between the forestry corporations and the ENGOs. 
The commentators who participated in the study included academics, journalists and 
sustainability consultants. 
 
This is a qualitative study and draws on a range of different sources including web-
based materials by and about the forestry corporations, as well as, transcripts of 
interviews with representatives of the ENGOs and third-party commentators. Data 
was also sourced from a reflective journal maintained by the researcher throughout 
the study. The web-based materials were analysed using sustainability tests found in 
the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). The interview transcripts were analysed using 
a thematic approach and the data from the reflective journal was used to add context 
and colour to the interpretation of the secondary and primary data. 
 
The findings suggest that sustainability reports were understood by ENGOs to 
operate as a key tactic by forestry corporations to legitimise their activities. There 
were discrepancies between the sustainability reports of these corporations and their 
sustainability practices, and this led to the ENGOs adopting a range of different 
 v 
 
strategies in their interactions and engagement with the corporations. The ENGOs 
adopted collaborative strategies when a corporation was open to seeking ENGOs 
input about its sustainability reporting. But the ENGOs more frequently adopted 
confrontational approaches when a corporation did not respond to their sustainability 
concerns. In these cases, the corporation often avoided engaging with the ENGO 
when it raised concerns about the corporation’s activities, for example, logging 
native forests. The findings suggest that the ENGOs’ concerns were not limited to 
the forestry corporations’ reporting; they were also interested in influencing their 
sustainability practices. 
 
The study makes two contributions to knowledge. First, it provides a framework for 
environmental groups to use when seeking to influence sustainability reporting and 
sustainability practice. Each ENGO has a specific objective, some may want to 
influence the reporting of a corporation and others are more concerned with the 
business’s sustainability practices, or both reporting and practices. The framework is 
designed to allow environmental groups to understand the strategies that could 
enable them to meet their sustainability objective(s) in the forestry industry.  Second, 
the thesis proposes a specific forestry industry supplement for the GRI guidelines on 
sustainability reporting. The supplement support a corporation to produce more 
balanced sustainability information and appreciate the need for greater stakeholder 
engagement in the reporting process. By addressing the qualitative characteristics of 
“balance” and “stakeholder engagement” in accordance to the GRI guidelines would 
ensure closer alignment between a forestry corporation’s reporting and its practices. 
The sector supplement can also act as a diagnostic tool to enhance the transparency 
of the quality and content dimensions of forestry corporations’ sustainability reports.  
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Chapter 1 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
1.1 Chapter introduction 
The concept of corporate social behaviour has become an important aspect for 
businesses (Amin-Chaudhry, 2016; Crane & Glozer, 2016; Deegan, 2014; 
Hooghiemstra, 2000). There is an increased consensus that corporations should move 
beyond the traditional bottom line reporting of profits. Instead, they should also 
consider the impact of their performance in practice on people (the social dimension) 
and the planet (the environment dimension) for the present and future generations 
(Dutta & Dutta, 2015; Elkington, 2004; Hall, 2011; Newcomb, Sellar & Williams, 
2015; Vanclay, 2004). Some corporations have responded to this call through 
voluntary sustainability disclosures (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Gritten & Mola-
Yudego, 2010; Rodrigue, 2014). However, studies have identified that there is a gap 
between what is reported and done in practice (Danastas & Gadenne, 2006; Mikkila 
& Toppinen, 2008; Tilt, 2007; Vidal & Kozak, 2008). 
 
Sustainability reporting and practices of corporations are perceived differently by 
different stakeholders (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Deegan & Rankin, 1996). This 
study specifically focuses on the perspectives of environmental non-governmental 
organisations (ENGO) on sustainability disclosures and their influences on the 
reporting and practices of Australian forestry corporations. This chapter introduces 
the background to the thesis and provides justification for the ENGO perspective 
regarding corporations operating in the Australian forestry industry. The research 
questions are outlined and a discussion on the data collection methods, analytical 
approach and contributions is provided. The chapter concludes with an outline of the 
thesis structure and refers to definitions and key assumptions that have been 
employed throughout the study. 
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1.2 Where it begins: from financial to sustainability reporting 
Accounting is known as the language of business and is an essential tool for 
corporations to meet their financial performance objectives (Evans, 2004). The 
general objective of corporate reporting under OB 2 of the Accounting Conceptual 
(CF) Framework is to: 
provide financial information about the reporting entity that is useful to existing and 
potential investors, lenders and other creditors in making decisions about providing 
resources to the entity. Those decisions involve buying, selling or holding equity and 
debt instruments, and providing or settling loans and other forms of credit 
(International Financial Reporting Standards, 2014, p.1). 
This means that the managers of a corporation are accountable to their stakeholders 
through mandatory financial reports (Barkemeyer, Comyns, Figge & Napolitano, 
2014). Such a traditional view of accounting is accepted as “the mother tongue of 
capitalism” (Davison, 2004, p. 476) and it focuses on the production of information 
about the profits and losses made by a business in a reporting period. 
 
Some stakeholders have become more enlightened about the need for corporation to 
look beyond their financial obligations and also consider their social and 
environmental business performance (Bellantuono, Pontrandolfo & Scozzi, 2016; 
Deegan, 2014; Lamberton, 2015; Tregidga & Milne, 2006). In 1997, John Elkington 
introduced the concept of the triple-bottom-line (TBL) to suggest that businesses 
look further than the traditional bottom line of reports and into the areas of “people” 
and the “planet” (Moscardo, 2013). According to Cramer (2002): 
sustainable business practices have gradually become more widespread…Firms are 
now expected to account explicitly for all aspects of their operations, not just their 
financial results, but also their social and ecological performance…This type of 
pressure is forcing an increasing number of firms to…establish a systematic link 
between their financial profitability and their ecological and social performance (p. 
99). 
 
From the 1990s, international reporting initiatives have been developed by various 
organisations and stakeholder groups to encourage corporations and industries to 
produce information about their economic, social and environmental business 
performance (Deegan & Gordon, 1996; Guthrie & Parker, 1990; Hackston & Milne, 
Chapter 1 Introduction 
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1996; KPMG, 2011). The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is a multi-stakeholder 
initiative which was established in 1997 as a joint project by the United Nations 
Environment Programme and the United States Coalition for Environmentally 
Responsible Economies to provide a framework for sustainability reporting 
(Vigneau, Humphreys & Moon, 2015; Waddock, 2007). The guidelines set by the 
GRI aim to assist corporations “of all sizes in reporting on the economic, social and 
environmental impacts of their operations” (Adams & Frost, 2007, p. 4). However, 
despite having a framework for reporting, considerable doubt has been placed on the 
extent to which the disclosures accurately portray a true reflection of business 
performance (Buhr, Gray & Milne, 2014; O’Dwyer, Unerman & Hession, 2005; 
Schaltegger, Bennet & Burritt, 2006). This is because the reporting on the 
corporation’s social and environmental performance has remained predominantly 
voluntary (Deegan & Gordon, 1996; Guthrie & Parker, 1989).  
 
Reporting on social and environmental business performance is ad-hoc in nature and 
this means that corporations are able to “alter their reporting policies across time and, 
possibly, as a result of specific threats and opportunities” (Cowan, 2007, p. 5). 
Corporations that experience a negative environmental event or unfavourable 
publicity concerning their environmental performance have been found to provide 
higher quantities of social and environmental disclosures in their annual reports (Al-
Tuwaijri, Christensen & Hughes, 2004; Deegan, 2014; Deegan & Rankin, 1996; Li, 
Richardson & Thornton 1997). Increases in disclosures have usually occurred 
following an environmental or a social disaster which has received adverse media 
attention (Deegan, Rankin & Tobin, 2002; Deegan, Rankin & Voght, 2000). 
 
Studies have looked into what motivates corporations to produce sustainability 
disclosures and how shareholders in particular perceive such types of reporting 
(Berthelot, Coulmont & Serret, 2012; Campbell, 2007; Deegan & Rankin, 1996; 
Higgins et al. 2015, Milne & Patten, 2002; Puumalainen & Toppinen, 2014; 
Reimsbach & Hahn, 2015). Some have supported the assumption that a business has 
an accountability to shareholders as they influence the survival of its operations and 
would make disclosures to manage them (Deegan & Rankin, 1996; Gray, Owen & 
Adams, 1996; O’Dwyer, 2002, 2003; Rockeness & Williams, 1988; Villiers & 
Staden, 2010). Traditionally, shareholders are mainly driven by a corporation’s 
Chapter 1 Introduction 
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profits, shares and access to new markets (Martinez-Ferrero, Garcia-Sanchez & 
Cuadrado-Ballesteros, 2015; Reverte, 2009). By contrast, non-financial stakeholders 
such as ENGOs are more interested in holding corporations accountable for their 
social and environmental impacts (Adams, 2004; Boiral & Heras-Saizarbitoria, 2015; 
Cho et al. 2015; Tilt, 2007).  
 
The influence of ENGOs on sustainability reporting (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006) 
and practices (Tilt, 1994, 1997, 2007) has been supported in the literature. A growing 
body of research recommended for future research to uncover the stakeholder 
perspectives and influences on corporations, particularly of environmental groups 
(Azzone, Brophy, Noci, Welford & Young, 1997; Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; 
Hossain, Alam, Hecimovic, Hossain & Lema, 2016; O’Dywer, Unerman & Hession, 
2007; Joensuu et al. 2015; Raditya, 2009). In response to these calls, this study 
focuses on the ENGO perspective on sustainability reporting and the strategies they 
implement to influence both reporting by and practices of corporations operating in 
the Australian forestry industry. The sustainability disclosures of the five listed 
forestry corporations trading on the Australian Stock Exchange (ASX) were 
analysed. 
 
1.2.1 The Australian forestry industry 
Australia contains 149.4 million hectares of forests comprising 147.4 million 
hectares of native forests and 2 million hectares of plantations together they cover 19 
per cent of the continent (Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 2013). 
Native forests are also known as old growth and are dominated by types of trees such 
as eucalypts, acacias and melaleucas. Plantations are either softwood or hardwood 
(ABARES, 2011, p. 18). 
 
The state and territory governments share an objective to integrate environmental, 
economical and societal values in the sustainable management of forests (Howell et 
al. 2008). In 1992, The National Forest Policy Statement (NFPS) represented a major 
milestone in the management of forests and was signed by the Australian 
government. NFPS embodied sustainability strategies, including the “National 
Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development (1992), the Intergovernmental 
Agreement on the Environment (1992), the Endangered Species Protection Act 
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(1992), the National Greenhouse Response Strategy (1992), and the United Nations 
Conference on Environment and Development (1992)” (ABARES, 2013, p. 3). 
Additionally, the governments formed a project called “Plantations for Australia: The 
2020 Vision” which aims to increase the plantation estate to 3 million hectares by 
2020 (Bureau of Rural Sciences, 2008, p. 2). Plantations contribute to a range of 
environmental values and services including water quality improvement, dry land 
salinity mitigation, biofuels, carbon sequestration and habitat for native plants and 
animals (ABARES, 2011, p. 25). Despite the forestry policies developed, the 
management and use of natural forest has been debated globally (Gritten, Mola-
Yudego & Delgado-Matas, 2012; Mola-Yudego & Gritten, 2010, Lane, 2003; 
Wondolleck, 2013). 
 
In Australia, the management of forests has been a controversial and politically 
divisive issue (Buizer & Lawrence, 2014; Gordon, Lockwood, Vanclay, Hanson & 
Schirmer, 2012; McDonald, 1999). Conflicts have emerged between the industry and 
ENGOs with regard to the use of native forests (Barnes, 2013; Dargavel, 1998; 
Gittins, 2013). Australian native forests have been reduced from 2009 and is 
reflected in log production over the period 2009–2011 (The Australian Institute, 
2013). The Regional Forest Agreements (RFAs) were initiated by government in the 
early 1990s as a forest policy change to form agreements between environmental 
groups and the forestry industry on the management of native forests (Ananda & 
Herath, 2003; McDonald, 1999; Lane, 1999). This was achieved through interaction 
between the state and federal governments agreeing on developing 20-year-long term 
management plans for the use of forests, providing secure access to wood and 
protecting forests’ environmental and cultural values (Ajani, 2007; Loxton, Schirmer 
& Kanowski, 2012). The federal and state governments signed ten RFAs between 
1997 and 2001 in four states, including Western Australia (WA), Victoria (VIC), 
Tasmania (TAS) and New South Wales (NSW) (Dela-Rosa Yoon, 2013). During the 
formation of the RFA processes, Coakes (1998) noted: 
It is clear that in order to build a complete picture about the forest resource, 
integrated assessment must be undertaken which includes social and natural science 
inputs. Furthermore, the methods chosen to deal with people will ultimately affect 
how they manage change. People must be involved in determining their own futures. 
By imposing decisions without consideration, communities are left feeling 
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victimised and helpless. There is a need to be creating empowered communities that 
are better able to deal with change in the future (p. 53). 
The statement made by Coakes suggests that the RFA was a participatory process 
which required dialogue between the government, environmental non-governmental 
organisation (ENGOs) and the forestry industry. However, some environmental 
groups have questioned if the RFA will in fact safeguard native forests of Australia. 
For example, Miranda Gibson, an environmental activist who ended a 457-day tree 
site in Tasmania’s southern forests stated the following about the RFA in Tasmania:  
In response to the Forest Bill passed by the House of Assembly, the Huon Valley 
Environment Centre and Still Wild Still Threatened [grassroots community 
organisations] have vowed to continue to campaign for Tasmania’s forests. The 
legislation entrenches the unviable native forest industry and ongoing logging of 
high conservation value forests, while making the attainment of new reserves 
virtually impossible. Conservation outcomes have been undeniably sidelined. Those 
groups and members of the Tasmanian State Greens who have supported this bill 
have aligned themselves with the collapsing forestry industry at the expense of our 
forests (Patrol, 2013, p. 2). 
 
The federal Greens leader Christine Milne, her predecessor Bob Brown, and former 
Tasmanian Greens leader Peg Putt also disagreed with the RFA in Tasmania. Brown 
said the Tasmanian Greens and environmental groups had been “outmanoeuvred” by 
the forest industry (Barnes, 2013). Critics of the RFA have stated that logging of 
native forests would still continue in Tasmania until late 2015 after the state and 
federal elections. On 1 June, 2016, the Australian Forest Products Association’s CEO 
stated that the government and the opposition will be renewing the RFAs for another 
20 years (North Queensland Register, 2016). 
 
The primary issue that has been noted by ENGOs about the RFA projects is that this 
type of policy has been heavily influenced by the industry itself and in some 
instances has been amended by the state parliament upper houses (Australian 
Conservation Foundation, 2014; Barnes, 2013; Calver, Dickman, Feller, Hobbs, 
Horwitz, Recher & Wardell-Johnson, 1998; Lane, 1999). While the RFA is one of 
the sustainability initiatives that encourages businesses to adopt environmental 
sustainable business practices, forestry corporations are faced with a dilemma of 
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reporting on their sustainability performance that is a true reflection of the business’s 
“reality” in practice.  
 
1.2.2 Dilemmas of forestry corporations 
Achieving a sustainable level of profitability remains a necessity for forestry 
corporations to survive (Toppinen, Li, Tuppura & Xiong, 2012), however, growing 
public interest in sustainability issues such as native logging and clear felling 
(Herbohn & Herbohn, 1999; Panwar, 2008; Panwar, Rinne, Hansen & Juslin, 2006) 
has intensified pressures on corporations to better account for their social and 
environmental impacts (Toppinen & Korhonen-Kurki, 2013). 
 
To demonstrate sustainable forest management practices, corporations operating in 
the Australian forestry industry tend to certify their products and services through a 
third-party audit. This is done by obtaining forestry certification under the national 
Australian Forest Certification Scheme (AFSC) which is aligned with the Australian 
Forestry Standards (AFS) or the international body, the Forest Stewardship Council 
(FSC) (Forest Certification in Australia, 2015; Jones, 2014; Thompson, Anderson, 
Hansen & Kahle, 2010). By obtaining certification under a forestry scheme such as 
the AFS or FSC, is one way for corporations to demonstrate that their practices are 
socially and environmentally sustainable and wood is sourced from sustainably 
managed forests (Panwar & Hansen, 2007). A stakeholder requires further 
information about how a business is managing its sustainability performance 
(Deegan, 2014). Voluntary sustainability reporting has been developed by some 
businesses as a way to disclose information relating to their social and environmental 
performance. 
 
The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) has been regarded as the most accepted 
external reporting framework in the forestry industry (Kolk, 2010; Koskela, 2014; 
Panwar & Hansen, 2007; Toppinen et al. 2012; Toppinen & Korhonen-Kurki, 2013). 
The guidelines for reporting on sustainability are based on principles of report 
quality and content. These consist of: “transparency”, “stakeholder inclusiveness”, 
“auditability”, “completeness”, “relevance”, “sustainability context”, “accuracy”, 
“neutrality”, “comparability”, “clarity” and “timeliness” (Adams & Frost, 2007). In 
addition to the core guidelines provided by the GRI, additional sector supplements 
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are also provided for environmentally and socially sensitive industries such as: 
electric utilities, mining and metals, and food processing to guide corporations in 
producing their reports. However, no sector-specific guidelines have been developed 
for the forestry industry, despite the demand for them (GRI Sector Supplements, 
2011). The forestry industry faces unique sustainability issues such as native logging 
and conflicts with environmental non-governmental organisations (ENGOs) over the 
management of unique forests. The GRI guidelines allow corporations to provide a 
broad picture of their social and environmental performance but do not require in-
depth details about unique sustainability issues like the sector-specific guidelines do. 
This is why scholars such as Li, Toppinen, Tuppura, Puumalainen and Hujala (2011) 
and Panwar & Hansen (2008) have suggested that forestry is an environmentally 
sensitive industry and corporations are required to provide more in-depth information 
relating to their sustainability performance. 
 
Furthermore, the motive for making voluntary sustainability disclosures in an annual 
or stand-alone report has tended to be questioned by stakeholders (Deegan, 2014; 
Thorne, Mahoney & Manetti, 2014; Mahoney, Thorne & LaGore, 2013). Suggestions 
have been made by scholars that this type of reporting is a symbolic action 
undertaken by businesses to strategically manage or regain corporate legitimacy 
(Deegan, 2000; Deegan, 2007; Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri, 2015). Research has 
questioned whether voluntary sustainability reports provide a true reflection of a 
corporation’s performance (Danastas & Gadenne, 2006; Mikkila & Toppinen, 2008; 
Tilt, 2007; Vidal & Kozak, 2008).  
 
1.2.3 Where do ENGOs fit in this dilemma? 
ENGOs have become increasingly aware of the need for sustainability reporting 
(Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; O’Dwyer et al. 2005; Tilt, 1994). Molnar (2005) and 
Rodrigue, Cho and Laine (2015) have identified how environmental groups hold 
corporations accountable for their practices (Molnar, 2005; Rodrigue, Cho & Laine, 
2015). During the 1970’s, corporations regarded environmental management with 
“indifference and even hostility” (Welford, 1999, p. 14). The resistance approach 
undertaken by the corporate perspective paralleled with the confrontational strategies 
that were adopted by a majority of ENGOs to meet their objective. Even though 
environmental groups adopted a more hostile approach towards corporate 
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sustainability practice, businesses tended to ignore the shift in environmental focus 
occurring in society (Cowan, 2007; Lothian, 1994; Patten, 1992). 
 
Environmental groups have become an important stakeholder group that “pressures 
corporations to improve their social and environmental responsibility” (Joensuu et al. 
2015, p. 26). Corporations do not tend to directly respond to ENGOs’ sustainability 
agendas. However, in the language of Utting (2002), they “mobilise” themselves to 
control the pressure that is placed on them by environmental groups to be 
accountable for their impacts (Bebbington et al. 2014; Deegan, 2014). As suggested 
by Utting (2002): 
rather than simply reacting to pressure, corporations could engage proactively with 
the corporate responsibility agenda [referring to ENGOs’ sustainability social or 
environmental cause] or activists. This would allow business to not only deflect or 
dilute certain pressures but also be in the driving seat to ensure that change took 
place on terms favourable to business (p. 68). 
Those businesses with a motive to deflect stakeholders’ attention from questionable 
social and environmental practices are viewed by ENGOs as producing sustainability 
reports to legitimise their corporate image and influence the perceptions of their 
stakeholders (Milne & Patten, 2002; Patten, 1991; Unerman & O’Dwyer, 2007; 
Walden & Schwartz, 1997). Further, Patten and Crampton (2004) suggested that 
corporations: 
appear to use positive environmental disclosures in their financial reports [referring 
to voluntary sustainability information produced in annual reports] as a means of 
offsetting or mitigating the impacts of negative environmental actions or disclosures 
in order to maintain corporate legitimacy (p. 32). 
 
To hold a corporation accountable for its social and environmental performance, 
ENGOs implement a variety of strategies to influence the performance of the 
business (O’Dwyer et al. 2005; Utting, 2005). The way in which an environmental 
group influences a corporation is dependent on its sustainability cause and the 
manner in which a business chooses to react to it (Yaziji & Doh, 2009). A 
collaborative approach is used by environmental groups when a corporation responds 
or engages them in its reporting or practices (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Mattingly 
& Greening, 2002; Polonsky, 2001). In such instances, an ENGO may be perceived 
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by the corporation as providing a resource through its knowledge to help enhance the 
quality and content of its social and environmental information. A confrontational 
approach is reserved to expose those corporations that do not practice what they 
claim in their reporting and disregard ENGOs’ perspectives (Deegan, Rankin & 
Voght, 2000; Klein, 2000; Lester & Hutchins, 2012). Such an approach has increased 
conflicts between the two parties and has led to corporations categorising ENGOs as 
“obstructive” stakeholders (Banerjee & Bonnefous, 2011). 
 
Rondinelli and London (2003) have indicated that the relationship between non-
governmental organisation (NGOs) and corporations have usually involved conflicts. 
Banerjee and Bonnefous (2011), Gueterbock (2004), Schepers (2006) and Shah 
(2011) later shared the same perspective. In the forestry context, corporations and 
environmental groups have experienced disputes regarding access and management 
of natural resources (Food & Agriculture Organisation, 2000; De Koning, 
Capistrano, Yasmi & Cerutti, 2008), particularly of native forests in Australia (Lester 
& Hutchins, 2012; MacDonald, 1999). The disagreements between the parties 
influenced environmental groups on a global level to question the rhetoric 
(sustainability reports) versus reality (sustainability practice) of corporations (Hahn 
& Kuhnen, 2013). Studies have supported the need to examine the views of ENGOs 
on sustainability disclosures and uncover how they influence corporations (Bostrom 
& Hallstrom, 2010; Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Lester & Hutchins, 2012; Mattingly 
& Greening, 2002; O’Dwyer et al. 2005; Rodrigue, 2014; Tilt, 1994, 1997; Owen, 
2001; Wilson, 2012). 
 
1.3 Research questions 
In light of the literature, three major issues emerged that motivated three research 
questions. The first issue identified was that despite the available sustainability 
framework such as the GRI, considerable doubt has been placed on the extent to 
which voluntary sustainability disclosures portray a true reflection of corporate 
sustainability performance (Buhr et al. 2014, O’Dwyer et al. 2005). This has been a 
driving force for Research Question 1 which is: 
Research Question 1: To what extent do forestry corporations produce 
sustainability reports reflecting the GRI guidelines? 
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Research Question 1 sought to identify whether forestry corporations produced 
stand-alone sustainability reports and policies, as well as any form of disclosures in 
their annual reports that recognise their social and environmental commitment. The 
content and quality tests under the GRI G3 framework were applied to assess the 
implications of the information provided to stakeholders to identify if the corporation 
has included ENGOs’ input in the reporting process and the balance of the 
information produced. The corporations examined were all those “trading” on the 
Australian Stock Exchange (ASX). In total these were five corporations: Gunns 
Limited (Gunns), PaperlinX Limited (PaperlinX), Papyrus Australia Limited 
(Papyrus), RuralAus Investments Limited (RuralAus) and Tropical Forestry Services 
Corporation (TFS). 
 
The analyses of the web-based materials of the forestry corporations took place from 
2009 to 2012. The analysis began in 2009 as the uptake of sustainability reporting 
increased in the Australian forestry context during this year (Australian Forests, 
2010) and it was important to identify how large forestry corporations operating on 
the ASX approached sustainability reporting. The analysis ended in 2012 because 
during this time, the forestry industry faced strong public scrutiny regarding 
businesses’ sustainability practices, especially with the collapse of Gunns Limited, 
which was one of the two forestry corporations examined in this study who released 
stand-alone sustainability reports and policies during its operations. To examine how 
large forestry corporations embraced sustainability reporting when it became popular 
and if this type of reporting continued during the time that the industry experienced 
conflicts with environmental stakeholders regarding the future of native forests and 
how businesses were approaching their sustainability practices. Given that the 
analysis took place in 2009 to 2012, the G3 guidelines were employed as these were 
the ones that were available from the GRI. 
 
The second gap identified in the literature was the need to uncover stakeholder 
perspectives and influences on corporations, particularly of environmental groups 
(Azzone et al. 1997; Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; O’Dywer et al. 2007; Joensuu et al. 
2015; Raditya, 2009). This motivated Research Question 2 which reads as: 
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Research Question 2: What are the perceptions of ENGOs on the 
sustainability reports produced by forestry corporations? 
 
Research Question 2 was pursued to explore how environmental groups perceive 
sustainability reports produced by forestry corporations. The identification of varying 
perspectives uncovered the relationships of ENGOs with the industry which 
informed the way their perspectives were put into action, that is, the types of 
strategies that were applied to influence corporations. 
 
The third issue identified in the literature is the need to uncover how environmental 
groups influence corporations (Bostrom & Hallstrom, 2010; Deegan & Blomquist, 
2006; Lester & Hutchins, 2012; Mattingly & Greening, 2002; O’Dwyer et al. 2005; 
Rodrigue, 2014; Tilt, 1994, 1997; Owen, 2001; Wilson, 2012). This encouraged 
Research Question 3 which is: 
Research Question 3: What strategies are implemented by ENGOs to 
effectively influence sustainability reporting and practices of forestry 
corporations? 
 
Research Question 3 sought to identify how ENGOs influence corporations’ 
sustainability reporting and practices. An ENGO engagement framework was 
designed based on the findings of this study, the work of Banerjee and Bonnefous 
(2011) and Utting (2005) frameworks which will be introduced in the contribution of 
the thesis section in this chapter and more in-depth in the discussion chapter, Chapter 
6. 
 
1.4 Methodological approach 
This study is situated in the belief system of social constructivism. Constructivism 
posits that there is: 
no objective reality, rather, there are multiple realities constructed by human beings 
who experience a phenomenon of interest (Kraus, 2005, p. 760). 
Constructionist studies are based on the perspective that reality is a subjective 
construction of individuals, who, either individually or acting together with other 
people, create and sustain the social world through the use of language (Berger & 
Luckmann, 1966). In the context of this study, both forestry corporations and 
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ENGOs have different perspectives on sustainability reporting and practices, and will 
therefore have multiple abstractions of the phenomenon. To understand how these 
individual entities have reacted to and influenced social and environmental 
information, a qualitative methodological approach was adopted. 
 
Qualitative data methods provide an understanding of the meanings that each party 
of interest constructs in its natural setting (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Patton, 2002). 
Denzin and Lincoln (2000) describe qualitative research as: 
a situated activity that locates the observer in the world. It consists of a set of 
material practices that make the world into a series of representations, including field 
notes, interviews, conversations, photographs, recordings, and memos to the self. At 
this level, qualitative research involves a naturalistic approach to the world. This 
means that researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to make 
sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them (p. 
3).  
A qualitative approach allowed the researcher to interact with the participants to 
comprehend their stance on sustainability reporting and practices in the Australian 
forestry context. As argued by O'Dwyer, Unerman and Bradley (2005), the use of 
qualitative methods is appropriate as it helps to provide in-depth access to the 
experiences of the stakeholder groups in question which in this case are the ENGOs 
and third-party commentators. Communication with the participants contributed to 
the depth, openness and detailed inquiry of the subject matter (Denzin & Lincoln, 
2011; Silverman, 2011).  
 
1.4.1 Embedded case study 
This research is framed through a single case study of the Australian forestry 
industry. A case research method is understood to be: 
an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-
life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are 
not clearly evident. [It] copes with the technically distinctive situations in which 
there will be many more variables of interest than data points, and as one result 
relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a 
triangulating fashion, another result benefits from the prior development of 
theoretical propositions to guide data collection and analysis (Yin, 1994, p. 13). 
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The adoption of a case study approach has allowed for an investigation of 
sustainability reporting practices in the real-life context of Australian forestry 
corporations. The population in which the sample of forestry corporations was 
selected from consisted of 16 corporations on the Australian Stock Exchange (ASX). 
Eight of the 16 were “delisted”, two were “suspended”, one had stopped operating in 
the forestry industry and moved into the mining industry, and five were “trading”. 
This study specifically focused on the five listed corporations on the ASX (Gunns, 
PaperlinX, Papyrus, RuralAus and TFS). 
 
The multiple units of analysis in the case were participants affiliated to ENGOs that 
operated on a national level in Australia and had a sustainability objective in the 
forestry industry. Out of the seven that fit this category, a member from six of them 
took part in this study. The participants were affiliated to: 
 The Australian Forest and Climate Alliance (AFCA) 
 Friends of the Earth Australia (FoE Australia) 
 Greenpeace Australia Pacific (GPAP) 
 South East Region Conservation Alliance (SERCA) 
 The Wilderness Society Australia (TWS Australia) 
 World Wildlife Fund Australia (WWF Australia) 
 
In addition to the ENGO perspective, third-party commentators were involved in this 
study to present an independent view on the relationship between the forestry 
corporations and environmental groups with regard to issues relating to sustainability 
reporting and practices in the industry. The involvement of a third-party was done 
with the intention to validate the responses received from ENGO participants about 
the industry through a perspective that is not as “emotionally” connected to the 
phenomena. This is further discussed in the methods and analysis chapter (Chapter 
3). There were eight commentators who took part in this study and held positions as 
academics, journalists and business consultants. They were affiliated to the following 
organisations: 
 Flinders University (Academic) 
 University of New South Wales (Academic) 
 University of Wollongong (Academic) 
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 Crikey (Journalist) 
 The Daily Telegraph (Journalist) 
 The Leading Corporation (Journalist) 
 FutureEye Consultancy (Sustainability consultant) 
 Australian Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility (ACCSR) 
(Sustainability consultant) 
 
A case study method has been used in prior studies in the forestry context (Dare, 
Schirmer & Vanclay, 2011; Kourula, 2010). Multiple sources of evidence are 
required in a case-study to uncover the contextual conditions of the phenomenon 
(O’Leary, 2010; Silverman, 2011, 2016; Yin, 1994, 2011). For this reason, three 
sources were drawn from: web-based materials, interviews and the researcher’s 
personal reflective journal. 
 
1.4.2 Web-based materials 
Bowen (2009) describes document analysis as “a systematic procedure for reviewing 
or evaluating document - both printed and electronic (computer-based and Internet-
transmitted) material. Like other analytical methods in qualitative research, 
document analysis requires that data be examined and interpreted in order to elicit 
meaning, gain understanding, and develop empirical knowledge (Manetti & Bellucci, 
2016). Documents contain text (words) and images that have been recorded without a 
researcher’s intervention” (p. 27). 
 
For the purpose of this research, web-based materials were collected and analysed. 
They consisted of all publicly available annual, sustainability reports and policies of 
all the listed forestry corporations. The documents chosen for analysis were based on 
the period from 2009 to 2012. The year 2009 was chosen as the initial point of the 
investigation this was during a time where sustainability reporting became popular in 
Australian forestry industry (Australian Forests, 2010). The analysis of the 
documents allowed for an understanding of how the information provided by a 
corporation may be perceived by ENGOs. The data was analysed through the GRI 
G3 content and quality tests guidelines. The findings motivated proposed sector-
specific sustainability guidelines for the forestry industry. 
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1.4.3 Interviews 
An interview method was utilised in order to gather data from the key participants in 
the case study regarding their perceptions and interactions in the forestry industry. 
The interview data was collected and analysed to provide an interpretation of the 
ENGOs’ perspectives and influences on sustainability in the forestry industry. 
Interviews were also gathered from third-party commentators to obtain their opinions 
about the relationship between the corporations and environmental groups with 
regard to sustainability reporting and practices. Interviews are used to: 
explore the views, experiences, beliefs and/or motivations of individuals on specific 
matters. Qualitative methods, such as interviews, are believed to provide a ‘deeper’ 
understanding of social phenomena than would be obtained from purely quantitative 
methods, such as questionnaires. Interviews are, therefore, most appropriate where 
little is already known about the study phenomenon or where detailed insights are 
required from individual participants. They are also particularly appropriate for 
exploring sensitive topics, where participants may not want to talk about such issues 
in a group environment (Gill, Stewart & Chadwick, 2008, p. 292). 
 
An interview method has been used in previous studies situated in the forestry 
context to understand the views of stakeholders on sustainability disclosures made in 
the industry (Bostrom & Hallstrom, 2010; Gordon et al. 2012). The interviews were 
conducted by telephone and face to face interactions. All of them were tape recorded 
with the consent of interviewees, and transcribed for analysis purposes. A thematic 
analysis approach was adopted to interpret the meaning of the data. This resulted in 
the development of an ENGO framework which will be further discussed in the 
thesis, particularly in Chapter 6. 
 
1.4.4 Reflective journal 
In addition to the documents and interviews, a reflective journal was used by the 
researcher to document the data collection and analysis process. The term reflection 
is defined in this study as: 
a form of mental processing with a purpose and/or anticipated outcome applied to 
relatively complex and unstructured ideas for which there is not an obvious solutions 
(Moon, 1999, p. 23). 
A reflection on the methodological approach, results of the findings, implications for 
the research questions; theoretical framework; and obstacles faced throughout the 
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thesis preparations were documented in a journal. The purpose of this task was to 
engage deeper with all the data that formed the foundation of this study. The research 
methods and analysis approaches are further discussed and justified in Chapter 3. 
 
1.5 Contribution of the thesis 
This study makes two specific contributions to knowledge. First, it develops and 
presents a framework for environmental groups to use when seeking to influence 
sustainability reporting and sustainability practice. This framework brings together 
both practice and theory as it has been designed based on the findings of this 
research, Banerjee and Bonnefous’s (2011) stakeholder management framework and 
Utting’s (2005) civil society strategies of influence on corporations. 
 
Banerjee and Bonnefous (2011) proposed a stakeholder management framework 
which focused on the types of strategies corporations adopt to manage their 
“supportive”, “obstructive” and “passive” stakeholders. Utting (2005) outlined the 
strategies that have been available for civil society, including ENGOs to adopt in 
order to influence corporations and meet a particular objective. The two frameworks 
along with the findings of this study formed a new framework called the “ENGO 
engagement model” which identifies the types of relationships that exist between 
ENGOs and businesses and the strategies implemented by environmental groups to 
influence corporate reporting or practice, depending on their relationships with 
businesses and sustainability objective. This framework is discussed in Chapter 6 and 
the literature influencing its formation is examined in Chapter 2. 
 
Second, it demonstrates the need for industry specific sustainability guidelines that 
could enhance the transparency of the quality and content of sustainability reports 
produced by forestry corporations. The findings of this study support previous 
literature which has suggested that forestry corporations are in need of further 
sustainability reporting sector supplements from the GRI to provide balanced 
information about their social and environmental impacts (Lempiäinen, 2011; 
Mikkilä & Toppinen, 2008; Panwar & Hansen, 2008; Toppinen, Tuppura, 
Puumalainen & Hujala, 2011). While the GRI framework has been recognised as the 
most acceptable voluntary sustainability framework (Guan, 2014), there needs to be 
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further guidance on how to create a report that includes quality, balanced favourable 
and unfavourable social and environmental information, and, is stakeholder inclusive 
(Camilleri, 2015; Gordon et al. 2012; Panwar, Rinne, Hansen & Juslin, 2006). As 
discussed in the background section, the GRI has created sector supplements for 
specific industries including electric utilities, financial services, food processing and 
mining and metals to assist corporations in those industries to produce transparent 
information. However, no indicators have yet been developed for forestry, even 
though there is a demand due to the unique sustainability issues corporations deal 
with and need to be more conscious about. Based on the results of this study, a 
forestry-sector supplement has been proposed for the forestry industry. The 
supplement was designed as a diagnostic tool to allow corporations to assess the 
quality and content of disclosures at the preliminary stages of reporting prior to 
progressing towards the full requirements of the GRI guidelines. The supplement is 
further discussed in Chapter 6. 
 
1.6 Thesis structure 
The thesis is structured in seven chapters, including Chapter 1. Chapter 2, explores 
the literature underlying the foundation of the research. The components that it 
uncovers include: the development of sustainability reporting and its application in 
the forestry context, current issues of reporting for corporations, and the role of 
ENGOs and their influences on sustainability reporting and practices. The literature 
chapter is set out in a manner that uncovers both the corporate and stakeholder 
perspectives towards sustainability reporting. 
 
Chapter 3 provides information about the data methods and analysis approach. The 
discussion provides justification for the qualitative methods used and explains how 
the data was analysed and the sample size of participants selected. The ENGO 
stakeholder model that was designed to analyse the primary data (interviews) is also 
discussed here. Further, ethical considerations made throughout the data collection 
process are acknowledged in this section of the thesis. Chapter 3 details the analysis 
approach of the findings that are presented in Chapter 4 (sustainability reports made 
by forestry corporations) and Chapter 5 (perspectives and influences on 
sustainability). 
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Chapter 4 is the first of two chapters which document the findings from the research 
data. The primary focus of this chapter is to present the results analysed from forestry 
corporations’ documents. The key findings that provide an understanding of the 
sustainability reports made by forestry corporations are identified before proceeding 
to Chapter 5. 
 
Chapter 5 is the second findings chapter. This chapter documents the interview 
results gathered from ENGO participants and third-party commentators. This chapter 
focuses on engaging with the data that allows for an understanding stakeholders’ 
perspectives and their influence on sustainability reporting. The findings of this 
chapter are tied to those of Chapter 4 and will be further discussed and reflected on 
in the discussion chapter, Chapter 6. 
 
Chapter 6 is a synthesis of the major findings and provides an interpretation of the 
overall findings and the implications made. 
 
Chapter 7 is the concluding chapter. The research questions are addressed in light of 
the findings. The study’s strengths and limitations are discussed along with 
suggestions for future research and a reflection on the future of sustainability 
reporting in the Australian forestry context. 
 
Before this chapter concludes, the next section provides an explanation of the key 
words and assumptions made throughout the thesis and referred to in upcoming 
chapters. 
 
1.7 Key definitions 
Abbreviations that are made throughout the thesis are explained in Table 1.1 before 
proceeding to Chapter 2. 
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Table 1.1 Key Definitions 
Acronym What does the 
acronym stand for? 
Explanation of the word 
ABARES Australian Bureau of 
Agricultural and 
Resource Economics 
and Sciences  
A research organisation that provides forecasts and 
economic analysis relating to Australia’s 
agriculture, forestry, energy, fishery and the 
mineral industries. 
ACCSR Australian Centre for 
Corporate Social 
Responsibility 
A specialist consultancy that provides learning 
strategies on corporate responsibility and 
stakeholder engagement for businesses. 
AFCA The Australian Forest 
and Climate Alliance 
A non-governmental organisation that operates at a 
national level. 
AFCS Australian Forest 
Certification Scheme 
A forestry certification scheme available for forest 
managers and owners in Australia. 
AFS Australian Forestry 
Standards 
Standards that assist forestry corporations in 
certifying their products are developed from 
sustainably managed forests. 
ANZ Australia and New 
Zealand Banking 
Group Limited 
A large bank operating in Australia. 
ASX Australian Stock 
Exchange 
Australian public company that operates securities 
exchange in the market. 
CERES Coalition for 
Environmentally 
Responsible 
Economies 
A non-governmental-organisation that focuses on 
sustainability advocacy and is based in the United 
States. 
CF The Accounting 
Conceptual 
Framework 
A set of guidelines that are designed by regulators 
to assist corporations in the preparation of general 
financial reports. 
CSR Corporate Social 
Responsibility 
A business practice which involves initiatives 
created by the management team to benefit 
stakeholders. An example of such initiative could 
be making donations to charities. 
EDO Australian Network of 
Environmental 
Defenders 
Australia’s advocacy law organisation that is driven 
by public’s interest in environmental issues existing 
around each state in the country. 
ENGO Environmental Non-
Governmental 
Organisation 
A non-governmental organisation is non-profit and 
the key objective for the NGO’s operation is to 
bringing awareness to sustainability related 
problems on a local, national or international level. 
For the purpose of this thesis, an environmental 
non-governmental organisation has a sustainability 
objective relating to environmental problems 
specifically in the Australian forestry industry. 
FoE Australia Friends of 
the Earth Australia 
A non-governmental organisation that operates at a 
national level. 
FSC Forest Stewardship 
Council 
A non-governmental organisation operating at an 
international level which promotes sustainable 
forest management through third party audit 
certification. 
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Acronym What does the 
acronym stand for? 
Explanation of the word 
GPAP Greenpeace Australia 
Pacific 
A non-governmental organisation that operates at a 
national level. 
GRI Global Reporting 
Initiative 
The primary global framework that can be used by 
all types and sizes of corporations to develop their 
sustainability reports. 
IIRC International 
Integrated Reporting 
Council  
A group of regulators, corporations, non-
governmental organisations, investors and the 
accounting profession formed a framework which 
proposes integrating financial and non-financial 
information relating to business’s value creation in 
one report. 
ISEA Institute of Social and 
Ethical Accountability 
A web-based platform where articles and journals 
relating to business management. 
NFPS National Forest Policy 
Statement 
A statement signed by the Australian government, 
including state and territory governments to 
committed sustainable management of all forests 
on public and private land in the country. 
NSW New South Wales A state that covers the south-eastern side of 
Australia. 
PEFC Programme for the 
Endorsement of 
Forest Certification 
A non-governmental organisation operating at an 
international level which promotes sustainable 
forest management through third party audit 
certification. 
RFA Regional Forest 
Agreements 
These are 20 year plans developed by regulators to 
form agreements between forestry industry and 
certain environmental groups to ensure native 
forests are protected and sustained for future 
generations.  
SERCA South East Region 
Conservation Alliance 
A non-governmental organisation that operates at a 
national level. 
TAS Tasmania A state that is located off Australia’s south coast. 
TBL Triple-Bottom-Line 
Reporting 
This form of reporting expands the traditional 
financial reporting by taking into account the social 
and environmental performance of the corporation.  
TWS The Wilderness 
Society Australia 
A non-governmental organisation that operates at a 
national level. 
UN United Nations) An intergovernmental organisation that promotes 
co-operation about social and environmental issues 
on an international level. 
USDA United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 
A federal department in the United States that is 
responsible in developing laws relating to forestry, 
farming, agriculture and food. 
VIC Victoria A state located in southeast Australia. 
WA Western Australia A state that covers the western side of Australia. 
WWF World Wildlife Fund A non-governmental organisation that operates at 
an international and national level. 
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1.8 Chapter conclusion 
The objective of this chapter was to introduce the thesis. It provided a background to 
the research and explained its claimed contributions. The study’s objectives, 
questions and the methodological approach adopted were also introduced. An outline 
of the thesis structure was provided and key definitions and assumptions were 
highlighted before moving into the chapters ahead. 
 
The next chapter is a review of the literature that has influenced the theoretical lens 
of the study. The chapter is set out in such a way as to show two sides to the story of 
sustainability reporting: the corporate and stakeholder perspectives. Chapter 2 
introduces sustainability reporting and how it has been applied in the forestry 
context. Then, the divergent stakeholders’ views and influences on social and 
environmental reporting is discussed with a primary focus on the ENGOs. The 
chapter is set out so as to identify the body of literature on: 
a) How corporations have approached voluntary sustainability reporting 
practices (the literature that motivated research question 1); 
b) What could be the possible reasons for corporations to produce 
sustainability reports (the literature that motivated research question 1); 
c) How have stakeholders, specifically ENGOs, reacted to sustainability 
reports produced by corporations (the literature that motivated research 
question 2); 
d) What strategies have been implemented by environmental groups to 
influence sustainability reporting and practices of corporations (the 
literature that motivated research question 3). 
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Chapter 2 
 
PERSPECTIVES OF CORPORATIONS AND STAKEHOLDERS 
ON SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING 
 
 
 
2.1 Chapter introduction 
The practice of sustainability reporting involves providing information regarding the 
social, environmental and economic performance of a business. Studies into 
sustainability reporting support the view that this practice is mostly undertaken by 
large corporations in prominent environmentally sensitive industries (Deegan & 
Gordon, 1996; Dissanayake, Tilt & Xydias-Lobo, 2016; Guthrie & Parker, 1990; 
Stubbs, Higgins & Milne, 2013). This has been the case in the forestry context 
(Mikkila & Toppinen, 2008; Toppinen et al. 2012; Vidal & Kozak, 2008). 
 
The corporate perspective towards making sustainability disclosures has been tied to 
concept of managing stakeholder pressure, while the stakeholder perspective, 
particularly among ENGOs, has viewed this practice as a corporate legitimising 
strategy (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Lindblom, 1994, O’Donovan, 2002; Thorne et 
al. 2014). In this chapter the practice of sustainability reporting is discussed through 
the perspectives of both corporations and stakeholders. 
 
The discussion begins with a historical progression towards sustainability reporting. 
This is followed by an overview of the types of social and environmental initiatives 
that have been developed to encourage corporate sustainability reporting. Closer 
attention is paid to the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) framework and forestry 
certification systems. The literature in sections 2.2 to 2.5 motivated research question 
1 of this study to explore how sustainability reporting has been approached by 
Australian forestry corporations, applying the GRI guidelines. 
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The perspectives of corporations and stakeholders (specifically ENGOs) on 
sustainability reporting is then presented in section 2.6. The literature in this section 
has motivated research question 2 of this study and also contribute to its theoretical 
framework. The views of the stakeholders are explained through stakeholder, 
legitimacy and accountability theories. The corporate perspective is examined 
through stakeholder theory, while the stakeholder perspective is discussed through 
legitimacy and accountability theories. 
 
The discussion concludes with a focus on how environmental groups have influenced 
sustainability reporting (section 2.7) and practices (section 2.8). Given that each 
ENGO has a specific sustainability objective, this part of the discussion is divided in 
two to differentiate between the multiple strategies that environmental groups 
implement when they want to influence sustainability reporting and practices of 
business. The literature explored in sections 2.7 and 2.8 motivated the development 
of research question 3 which was introduced in Chapter 1. 
 
2.2 History of sustainability reporting development 
From a historical perspective, the development of sustainability reporting practice 
has seen three movements. The first began during the 1950s where the concept of 
corporate social responsibility (CSR) was introduced and corporations focused on the 
“social dimension”. During this time, the concept of corporate philanthropy received 
attention. Second, in the 1980s, stakeholders became more aware about corporate 
environmental impacts on society and the “environmental dimension” was focused 
on. The practice of voluntary environmental reporting became a topic for discussion 
in this era. As the years progressed, in the early 1990s, movement towards 
sustainability reporting came to light which encompasses the “social”, 
“environmental” and “economic” dimensions. 
 
2.2.1 Corporate social responsibility 
There are a number of definitions of CSR, ranging from the simplistic to the 
complex, and a variety of associated terms and ideas. There has been a debate 
between corporations and stakeholders about what it means for a business to 
demonstrate the behaviour of being socially responsible. Snider, Hill and Martin 
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(2003) argued that CSR is connected to the relationship between business and society 
and the nature of this relationship would always be subject to numerous 
interpretations and influenced by passing trends. In relation to corporations having 
social responsibilities, Friedman (1962) noted that: 
in such an economy, there is one and only one social responsibility of business, to 
use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits as long as it 
stays within the rules of the game, which is to say, engages in open and free 
competition, without deception or fraud (p. 133). 
 
Arguably, Milton Friedman was not a strong advocate of the CSR concept, unless it 
was linked to enhancing the profitability of business (Deegan, 2009). Sharing a 
similar perspective to his, Carroll (1979) stated that “CSR involves the conduct of a 
business so that it is economically profitable, law abiding, ethical and socially 
supportive. To be socially responsible it means that profitability and obedience to the 
law are foremost conditions when discussing the corporation’s ethics and the extent 
to which it supports the society in which it exists with contributions of money, time 
and talent” (p. 608). This definition has been criticised in the literature as it fails to 
differentiate between socially responsible and irresponsible corporations 
(Superawan, Bussy & Dickson, 2009). Unless there is evidence showing the business 
had (a) acted illegally, (b) failed to generate profits over time, or (c) had behaved 
unethically, it must be regarded as socially responsible according to Carroll’s 
definition. 
 
In 1991, Carroll developed a “pyramid of social responsibility” as a way to outline 
the range of responsibilities a business has. The framework consisted of four 
responsibilities: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic which are illustrated in 
Figure 2.1. The first is identified at the base of the foundation which outlines that 
being profitable is an essential responsibility of a corporation. The second layer 
highlights the importance of businesses to obey the laws required in order to operate. 
Third, exercising ethics by doing what is right and fair is viewed as another 
responsibility of a business. At the top layer, philanthropic responsibilities enforce 
the idea of a corporation being a good corporate citizen by contributing resources to 
the community (Carroll, 1991, pp. 40-43). 
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Figure 2.1  The Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility 
(Source: Carroll, 1991, p. 42) 
 
 
In 2001, Kok, Wiele, McKeena and Brown explained the concept of corporate 
responsibility as “the integration of business operations and the obligation of the firm 
to use its resources in ways to benefit society, through committed participation as a 
member of society, taking into account the society at large, and improving welfare of 
society at large independently of direct gains of the company” (p. 287). This 
definition was also supported by Smith (2002) where firms were described to have an 
obligation to members of society through their business operations. 
 
Social problems relating to racial equality, human rights, employee and human 
relations became more noticeable by corporations and stakeholders from the 1950s  
(Banerjee, 2009; Guthrie & Parker, 1989; Gray, 2008; Soderstrom, 2013). The 1950s 
was classified as the “awareness era” in which corporate responsibility and 
engagement with the community became more conspicuous (Hamidu, Haron & 
Amran, 2015). Philanthropic activities were undertaken as a way for corporations to 
demonstrate their CSR commitment. According to Leisinger and Schmitt (2011), 
corporate philanthropy: 
goes far beyond what bottom-line duties require [going beyond profits]. It is one 
way to demonstrate what values the company stands for, making a difference and 
being part of the “solution” even where turnover and profit are not increased. In the 
absence of an actively pursued business case, corporate philanthropy depends 
Chapter 2 Literature review 
27 
 
predominantly on the social values, sensitivity and awareness of a firm’s top 
management. Those managers who as private individuals value benevolence and 
welfare enhancement of the needy are likely to apply their intrinsic concern for 
others in the corporate context and support the company’s engagement in corporate 
philanthropy (p. 5). 
Making a contribution to charities has been a strategy used by businesses to maintain 
an image of corporate citizenship in society. However, donations are not the only 
thing that defines what a “corporate citizen” means. Waddock (2004) offered six 
concepts that are rooted in corporate citizenship. They are identified in Table 2.1. To 
be a good corporate citizen, she identified that this would require the management 
team of a business to be socially responsible, responsive to social issues and be able 
to enhance business performance. 
 
Studies have found that some corporations have attempted to demonstrate their CSR 
commitment through disclosures in annual reports (Cowen, Ferreri & Parker, 1987; 
Guthrie & Parker, 1989; Roberts, 1992). Campbell (2000) argued that the annual 
report can be accepted as “a source of a corporation’s attitude towards social 
reporting as (1) the corporation has complete editorial control over the document 
(expect for the audited section); and, (2) it is usually the most distributed public 
document” (p. 6). Given than an annual report is mandatory and is produced on a 
regular timeframe, this allows the document to be compared from one reporting 
period to the next (Tilt, 2001). The more that the report is comparable, the more it is 
regarded as credible by stakeholders (Neu et al. 1998; Petty & Guthrie, 2000). 
 
Moves by corporations to implement strategies through reporting mechanisms that 
provide information about social performance can imply that the management of the 
business considers it has a responsibility not only for its economic performance but 
also its social obligations (Deegan, 2009, p. 396). While this is a view that is held by 
individuals in society, it is not a view that is necessarily accepted universally. 
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Table 2.1 Defining corporate citizenship and related words 
(Source: Waddock, 2004, pp. 4-5) 
 
Concept 
 
 
Explanation 
1. Corporate social 
responsibility 
(CSR) 
Corporate social responsibility is the subset of corporate responsibilities that 
deals with a company’s voluntary/discretionary relationships with its societal 
and community stakeholders.  CSR is typically undertaken with some intent to 
improve an important aspect of society or relationships with communities or 
non-governmental organisations (NGOs).  CSR is frequently operationalized 
as community relations, philanthropic, multi-sector collaboration, or volunteer 
activities. 
2. Corporate 
citizenship 
Corporate citizenship is manifested in the strategies and operating practices a 
company develops in operationalising its relationships with and impacts on 
stakeholders and the natural environment.   
3. Corporate social 
performance 
Provides a framework by which a company’s relationship to and activities in 
society and with respect to stakeholders and the natural environment can be 
assessed, illustrating that principles, processes, and outcomes all need to be 
taken into account. 
4. Stakeholder 
theory 
Essentially argues that a company’s relationships with stakeholders (and 
treatment of the natural environment) is the core understanding of how it 
operates and adds value as a business. Stakeholder language has been 
widely adopted in practice and is being integrated into concepts of corporate 
responsibility/citizenship by scholars who recognise that it is through a 
company’s decisions, actions, and impacts on stakeholders and the natural 
environment that a company’s corporate responsibility/citizenship is 
manifested. 
5. Corporate 
community 
relations (CCR) or 
involvement (CCI) 
Corporate community relations is a (boundary-spanning) corporate function 
that typically encompasses corporate practices that enable the company to 
form (hopefully positive) relationships with members of communities in which it 
operates or with which it has relationships, and with ‘society’ at various levels 
(local, state/provincial, regional, national and global).  CCR typically includes 
specific functions such as a foundation or philanthropic program (corporate 
philanthropy), volunteer activities, in-kind giving, and multi- or inter-sector 
partnerships/collaboration. Corporate community involvement (CCI) can be 
thought of as the processes associated with company interaction with 
community-based stakeholders, at whatever level of community is appropriate. 
6. Corporate 
reputation 
Encompasses the perceptions that companies’ external and internal 
stakeholders have about their strategies, practices, and products/services, 
corporate responsibility/citizenship, and performance across a broad range of 
stakeholder and environmental measures, not just financial measures. 
 
Whether a corporation decides to make CSR disclosures or not is dependent on its 
understanding about what being socially responsible involves. Zadek (2004) created 
a model which proposed five stages that a business experiences while learning about 
corporate responsibility. Table 2.2 reproduces his model. 
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Table 2.2 Organisational learning about corporate responsibility 
(Source: Zadek, 2004, p. 127) 
Stages of 
corporation learning 
What corporations do 
during the stage? 
Why they do it? 
1. Defensive 
 
“It’s not our job to fix 
that” 
Deny practices, outcomes 
or responsibilities 
To defend against attacks to their reputation that 
in the short term could affect sales, recruitment, 
productivity and the brand. 
2. Compliance 
 
“We’ll do just as much 
as we have to do” 
Adopt a policy-based 
compliance approach as a 
cost of doing business 
To mitigate the erosion of economic value in the 
medium term because of ongoing reputation and 
litigation risks. 
3. Managerial 
 
“It’s the business, 
stupid” 
Embed the societal issue in 
their core management 
processes 
To mitigate the erosion of economic value in the 
medium term and to achieve longer-term gains 
by integrating responsible business practices into 
the daily operations. 
4. Strategic 
 
“It gives us a 
competitive edge” 
Integrate the societal issue 
into their core business 
strategies 
To enhance economic value in the long term and 
to gain advantage by aligning strategy and 
process innovations with the societal issue. 
5. Civil 
 
“We need to make 
sure everybody does 
it” 
Promote broad industry 
participation in corporate 
responsibility 
To enhance long-term economic value by 
overcoming any first-mover disadvantages and to 
realize gains through collective action. 
 
In the “defensive” stage, a corporation is usually faced with unexpected criticisms 
from stakeholders and the way the management team responds to critics, through 
legal and communication teams, to reject or deny responsibility for the allegation 
made against it. At the “compliance” stage, corporate policies are established to 
demonstrate that the business bears responsibility for its operations and is not 
involved in activities that it has agreed not to do. This allows the corporation to 
protect its reputation. A business progresses to the “managerial” stage when 
enlightenment is reached and the management team realises that long-term issues 
cannot be ignored and would implement strategies to be more responsible in finding 
solutions to problems. At the “strategic” stage, the corporation learns how to realign 
its strategy to address responsible business practices. This is done in order to have a 
competitive advantage and meet long-term objectives. In the final “civil” stage, the 
corporation moves towards taking collective action to address stakeholders’ concerns 
and promote awareness about the need to be responsible for its actions in society. 
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2.2.2 Environmental reporting 
From the 1980s, the focus shifted from the social to the environmental dimension 
(Hahn & Kuhnen, 2013; Kolk, 2010; Patten, 1992). This was due to the increased 
environmental challenges corporations faced such as land degradation, oil spills and 
pollution (Deegan, 2014; Guthrie & Parker, 1989; Herbohn & Herbohn, 1999; Neu et 
al. 1998). From 1975 to 1994, surveys were conducted to assess how corporate 
environmental impacts were perceived by community stakeholders (Lothian, 1994). 
An average of 33 per cent of those surveyed had a constant level of concern for 
environmental issues from 1975 to 1986, and this increased to 58 per cent during the 
1990s (Lothian, 1994, p. 82). The environmental issues that were highlighted to be of 
major concern to the community were pollution and waste, fauna and flora, and the 
use of natural resources. 
 
With an increase in stakeholder awareness about corporations’ impact on the 
environment, some businesses began to make environmental information available in 
their annual reports during this period (Bates, 1995). Those corporations that 
experienced negative environmental events tended to increase their disclosures in the 
subsequent period (Patten, 1992; Rankin, Deegan & Voght, 2000). In the Australian 
context, Deegan and Rankin (1996) investigated environmental disclosures of 40 
corporations. Twenty of those were fined and prosecuted by the New South Wales 
and Victorian environmental protection authorities for offences relating to the 
environment, while the remainder had no issues. The findings of the research 
suggested that there was an increase in environmental disclosures by those that were 
fined compared to those that were not involved in any environmental problems. 
 
Reporting voluntarily about environmental issues in an annual report has allowed 
businesses to present mostly “favourable” information about their environmental 
performance, disregarding any “unfavourable” disclosures that could influence the 
decision making of stakeholders (Deegan & Rankin, 1996; Deloitte & Van-Staden, 
2011; Spence, 2007). Deegan and Gordon (1996) and Guthrie and Parker (1990) 
suggested that corporations have used annual reports to emphasise positive 
environmental attributes to manage their corporate image as legitimate institutions. 
There have been studies that attempt to determine the amount and type of 
environmental disclosures corporations produce (Deegan, 1996; Deegan & Gordon, 
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1996; Gray, Owen & Adams, 1996; Guthrie & Parker, 1990). Given that 
environmental reporting has been produced voluntarily, some stakeholders have 
regarded it to be an environmental spin rather than “a factual representation of the 
corporation’s position” (Tschopp, 2005, p. 56). The increase in environmental 
reporting has therefore been explained by researchers as a legitimate tactic used by 
corporations (Brown & Deegan, 1998; Deegan & Gordon, 1996; Lindblom, 1994; 
Milne & Patten, 2001). 
 
2.2.3 Sustainability reporting 
By the 1990s, corporations began to consider making disclosures on all three 
dimensions: the social, environmental and economic. Elkington introduced a 
framework called the triple-bottom-line (TBL). The TBL concept went beyond the 
traditional bottom-line approach to corporate measurement of profits and other 
financial elements to include social and environmental performance as well. More 
recently, the practice of reporting on the social, environmental and economic 
performance of a corporation has become known as sustainability reporting 
(Bebbington et al. 2014; Cho et al. 2015; Gray & Bebbington, 2000; Hahn & 
Kuhnen, 2013; Lodhia & Hess, 2014; Manetti & Bellucci, 2016; Rodrigue et al. 
2015; Spence & Gray, 2008; Thorne et al. 2014). According to Milne and Gray 
(2013): 
business’s engagement with the sustainability agenda is firmly rooted in a history of 
practices of corporate reporting, and more particularly, with the reporting impacts 
beyond a corporation’s traditional financial transactions (p. 16). 
 
The practice of sustainability reporting initially began with corporations voluntarily 
disclosing information about their social and environmental performance in annual 
reports (Milne & Gray, 2013). The 1990s saw the emergence of what became known 
as stand-alone sustainability reports (Kolk, 1999, 2003, 2008). Hohnen (2012) 
predicted that: 
the “Sustainability Genie” is out of the bottle. As a matter of good management, 
large corporations are now routinely measuring their water use, carbon emissions, 
stakeholder views and so forth. As sustainability challenges become more apparent 
and urgent, it is virtually unthinkable that there will be less demand for sustainability 
reporting in the future, whether the demand comes from regulators, investors, 
business itself or civil society. Importantly, however, the type and quality of 
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information provided and how it is used will be determined in large measure by 
where the demand is coming from (p. 14). These demands are made by regulators, 
the market and civil society. 
 
The increase of sustainability reporting and practices is generally dominated by large 
corporations which operate in environmentally high-impact industries, such as 
forestry, mining and chemicals (Dissanayake et al. 2016; Gamerschlag, Moller & 
Verbeetten, 2011; Hackston & Milne, 1996; Milne & Gray, 2007; Patten, 1991; 
Thorne et al. 2014). Growing evidence indicates that corporations in such industries 
have been producing more information regarding their social and environmental 
performance in annual reports, stand-alone sustainability reports and on their 
websites (Adams & Frost, 2004; Adams & Zutshi, 2004; Gray & Milne, 2013; 
Guthrie & Parker, 1989; Kolk, 2008; Unerman & Bennett, 2004; Tschopp, 2005). 
The problem with sustainability reporting is expressed in this quotation from Milne 
and Gray (2007): 
corporate ‘sustainability’ reports are typically attempts by businesses to provide 
some sort of a (largely favourable) account for (some of) their impacts on the 
environment and society (p. 194). 
  
A corporation’s development of a sustainability report has also posed the question of 
whether this type of reporting truly serve as a dialogue with stakeholders, including 
ENGOs and the community. Spence (2009) explained that this type of disclosure has 
served as a communication tool with the business’s employees and investors, 
disregarding other stakeholder interests such as environmental groups. A 
sustainability report needs to demonstrate that the disclosures satisfy the demands of 
multiple stakeholder groups, which is a challenge task for a majority of corporations 
(Huang & Kung, 2010). The development of a credible sustainability report requires 
stakeholder dialogue, aside from shareholders and the employees of a business to 
civil society (ENGOs) and the community (Adams, 2002). 
 
For forestry corporations, sustainability information has been released in all of these 
mediums (Jones, 2014; Kourula, 2010; Lahtinen et al. 2011; Toppinen & Korhonen-
Kurki, 2013). Buhr (2007) developed a matrix to provide an understanding of the 
reasons that could be motivating corporations to create voluntary sustainability 
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reports. These are summarised in Table 2.3. Buhr’s matrix is set out in a way that 
identifies the ten possible reasons for reporting and each is examined from two 
perspectives, the “proactive” and “reactive” corporation. 
 
A “proactive” corporate approach to sustainability reporting suggests that disclosures 
are made because the management team of the business recognises the importance of 
being accountable for social and natural environmental impacts. To demonstrate 
accountability, the management would need to implement internal controls to 
manage their sustainability performance. The “reactive” approach to reporting would 
be one where the corporation is forced to make some form of disclosure by the 
industry it operates in, or government officials and stakeholders that it engages with 
and relies on for business operations. The approach taken in this instance is not 
because the corporation genuinely has recognised the need to be accountable for its 
sustainability performance, but to be perceived instead as “conforming to the social 
norms” of the society that the business operates in. 
 
In the forestry industry, business impact and dependence on natural assets is high 
(Herbohn & Herbohn, 1999; Vidal & Kozak, 2008) and this has placed corporations 
under public scrutiny (Guan, 2014; Toppinen & Korhonen-Kurki, 2013). Each 
corporation views the concept of sustainability in a different manner. Dunphy, 
Griffiths & Benn (2003) proposed a six-phase model that could be used to evaluate a 
business’s commitment related to human (social) and ecological (environmental) 
sustainability. In Figure 2.2 the phases are identified so as to show how a corporation 
may progress towards embracing sustainability. The first phase identifies how 
initially businesses may reject the notion of sustainability, progressing to the non-
responsive stage where there is a lack of awareness towards social and environmental 
impacts. The third phase focuses on corporate compliance with meeting regulation 
requirements and avoiding stakeholders’ questioning for non-compliance. At the 
fourth and fifth stages, corporations become increasingly aware about the importance 
of sustainability and incorporate it into the core business strategy. The sixth stage is 
where businesses strongly embrace sustainability and acknowledge their 
commitment, ethics and responsibility. 
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Table 2.3 Corporate rationale for sustainability reporting 
(Source: Buhr, 2007, p. 64) 
 
Rationale 
 
Proactive 
 
Reactive 
Moral and ethical 
reasons, duty 
We see this sort of reporting as our 
ethical duty. This reporting is part of 
the accountability equation and we 
have a champion in the upper ranks of 
management who want us to do this. 
What we must do is comply with the 
law. If the law does not require this 
reporting we see no moral duty to 
engage in it. 
Competitive 
advantage  
We would like to be seen as a leader 
in this area. This is the vision that we 
have of ourselves. 
We do not see any competitive 
advantage in being a leader in this 
area. We view it as too costly to be on 
the leading edge. 
Party to setting of 
voluntary 
standards – GRI 
We would like to work with others 
setting voluntary international 
standards. We might believe that 
voluntary standards are the way to go 
to stave off (costly) regulation. 
We are not interested in or able to 
participate in such voluntary activity. 
Party to setting of 
mandatory 
standards 
We should do this so our views can be 
heard and represented in the process. 
This might include a conscious desire 
to “capture” the agenda and ensure the 
results are compatible with what we 
are willing to do. 
We do not want mandatory standards 
therefore we will not participate in the 
process except perhaps to resist. 
Peer and industry 
pressure 
We believe that it is important for our 
industry association to endorse this 
reporting. We want out industry to 
have a better image. We want to bring 
others in our industry up to our level. 
Too many of our competitors are 
engaging in this reporting. We must 
provide some sort of reporting unless 
we are willing to tolerate some 
competitive disadvantage. 
Corporate 
performance 
We are really doing better than people 
think we are and we need to let them 
know. 
 
Our corporate performance is not 
efficient right now. We must consider 
a particular action to take to meet our 
corporate performance target. 
Image 
management, 
public relations, 
corporate reporting 
awards 
This sort of reporting is a great way to 
beef up our image. Let’s get our spin-
doctors on it right away. This is a 
symbolic way for us to show how 
progressive we are. 
There is a reaction to a disaster “X” in 
our industry. We must do damage 
control and report on how we have 
safeguards in place so that we are not 
like disaster “X”. 
Social pressures, 
social licence to 
operate 
We believe in enlightened self-interest 
and win-win situations. Let’s use this 
as one way to get the local community 
to understand what we are doing. 
Why do we need to communicate with 
anyone other than shareholders? But, 
maybe if we do we can avoid the 
attacks by those NGOs and rabid 
interest groups. 
Financial benefits 
from investor 
reactions 
We believe that we can attract 
investors with this sort of reporting. We 
feel that we can lower our cost of 
capital because this sort of reporting 
indicates how we have solid systems, 
top-notch strategic thinking and 
corporate transparency. 
We do not see any financial benefit 
from engaging in this reporting and in 
fact we see these reports as costing 
too much money, time, trouble and 
effort to produce. 
Existing regulation 
– government, 
accounting or 
securities based 
We have regulations in this area and 
we want to do a good job of providing 
full and fair disclosure, complying with 
both the form and the spirit of the 
regulation. 
Sure there is regulation in this area 
but we do not think that it is well 
enforced and we are not afraid of the 
penalties if we are caught. Maybe we 
will have to do something if our 
auditors or the securities regulators 
raise the issue. 
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Dunphy, Griffiths and Benn (2003) distinguished four phases that corporations enter 
in the transition towards sustainability, starting from the base level to the most 
developed level. The phases are outlined by Wells (2011, p. 59- 60) as: 
1. From non-responsiveness to compliance: Non-responsive corporations 
are those who disregard the impact of their actions on the environment, or 
on the local communities with which they interact, or on their own 
people. The impetus for such corporations to change is likely to come 
from sources external to the business, such as media exposure, public 
protest or court action; 
2. From compliance to sustainable efficiency: Efficiency gains are likely to 
come from poorly performing units, pilot projects and capability 
improvement. Identification of leverage points and sharing of success are 
central at this phase; 
3. From efficiency to strategic proactivity: Strategic proactivity relates to the 
extension of sustainability practice to products, and to suppliers and 
customers; to recruitment and internal development that enhances 
sustainability capabilities; and to active engagement with community 
groups in the development of new products and services; 
4. From strategic proactivity to the sustaining corporation: The “sustaining” 
corporation is characterised by a shift in the values and behaviours of the 
corporation, collectively and individually, towards the role of the business 
in creating a sustainable society. There is an interaction with other 
corporations in the sector, or in the supply chain, to promote the 
implementation of sustainability practice. 
For a corporation to reach phase 3 or 4 is beneficial for the corporation as it would 
bring positive cultural changes, internal competency and capability development for 
business growth. 
 
In the forestry context, each corporation has approached their sustainability 
commitment in a different manner. This impacts the quality of the sustainability 
reports produced. While some forestry corporations have produced voluntary 
sustainability reporting practices, there are some problems that still exist. First, the 
disclosures released to stakeholders have tended to lack balanced and audited 
information regarding the social, environmental and economic performance of the 
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business (Toppinen et al. 2012). Such issues have been the driving force for the 
development of several voluntary social and environmental reporting standards and 
certifications that could be used by corporations in the industry (Hahn & Kuhnen, 
2013; Li & Toppinen, 2011; Mikkila & Toppinen, 2008). 
 
The sustainability standards and certification systems are a form of audit assurance 
provided by third-party organisations to help corporations assess their social and 
environmental performances. They have been developed by a broad range of 
stakeholders including corporations, sustainability consultants, environmental groups 
and experts in various industries. The next section introduces these reporting 
standards and certification schemes. 
 
Figure 2.2 Phases of sustainability 
(Source: Dunphy et al. 2003, modified by Erander & Hetemaki, 2014, p. 16) 
 
 
2.3 Reporting standards and certifications 
In an attempt to standardise and verify voluntary sustainability reports, several social 
and environmental initiatives have been introduced with the objective to provide 
guidelines to enhance the transparency of corporate reporting. In August 2010, the 
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Prince of Wales Accounting for Sustainability Project and the GRI announced the 
formation of the International Integrated Reporting Council Committee (IIRC). The 
committee included representatives who are preparers of both financial and 
sustainable reports. The IIRC has explored whether social, environmental and 
economic information could be merged in the annual reporting of businesses. 
 
The proposed need for additional social and environmental information in an annual 
report has been put forward by the IIRC with the intention to assist stakeholders’ 
decision-making processes. The objective of the committee has been described as: 
To create a globally accepted integrated reporting framework which brings together 
financial, environmental, social and governance information in a clear, concise, 
consistent and comparable format. The aim is to help with the development of more 
comprehensive and comprehensible information about organisations, prospective, as 
well as, retrospective, to meet the needs of the emerging, more sustainable, global 
economy (IIRC Website, 2011).  
 
However, though the idea of creating an integrated report that includes both financial 
and non-financial information may contribute to an improvement in reporting, the 
goal and the objectives of the IIRC focuses on the wealth maximisation of 
corporations, which is not much of a difference from the traditional financial 
reporting. The IIRC has five specific objectives of integrated reporting, which are 
outlined as the following on the IIRC Website (2011):  
1. Support the information needs of long-term investors; 
2. Reflect the interconnection between environmental, social, governance and 
financial factors in decisions affecting long term survival of the business; 
3. Provide a framework for environmental and social factors to be taken into 
account in reporting and decision making; 
4. Rebalance performance metrics; and 
5. Bring reporting closer to the information used by management to run the 
business. 
 
A study by KMPG (2010) acknowledged the importance of integrated reporting but 
questioned the concept of combining sustainable and other business related 
information with annual reports as it may present issues with balancing favourable 
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and unfavourable disclosures about business performance. The problem found in the 
study was that corporations that disclosed sustainability disclosures have tended to 
focus on releasing favourable news about their performance than also acknowledging 
the challenges faced during the reporting period. To have a combined report where 
both sustainability and financial information are reported may not resolve this issue 
of lack of balanced information as corporations would strategically select the 
information they want to release to stakeholders. Further, a study in 2012 by the 
Australian Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility (ACCSR) found that 
stakeholders want shorter and to-the-point information in an annual report. This 
emphasises the need for balanced reporting that helps stakeholders to understand the 
challenges and achievements of the corporation during the reporting period. A report 
by the Business Reporting Leaders (2010) further suggested that this new concept of 
integrated reporting lacks the consideration of involving multi-stakeholders other 
than financial stakeholders such as shareholders and investors. Integrated reporting is 
more recent and not “set” but more questioned in comparison to the more well-
known and applied sustainability initiatives (Perego, Kennedy & Whiteman, 2016). 
 
Some of the most well-known initiatives are: AccountAbility (AA1000) standards 
that are focused on corporate social performance; Social Accountability International 
(SA 8000) also pays attention to the social domain; the International Organisation for 
Standardisation (ISO 14001) focuses on environmental management and the Global 
Reporting Initiative (GRI), which is the most comprehensive, covers all three 
dimensions of sustainability – social, environmental and economic business 
performance (Toppinen & Korhonen-Kurki, 2013). 
 
Based on the work of Lozano and Huisingh (2011), Guan (2014) summarised all the 
advantages and disadvantages of these sustainability initiatives that have been 
discussed in the forestry context. Table 2.4 identifies these initiatives. 
 
2.3.1 AccountAbility (AA1000) 
The AA1000 was developed in 1995 by the Institute of Social and Ethical 
Accountability (ISEA) to help corporations recognise their social responsibility 
through quality social and ethical accounting, auditing and reporting. The primary 
focus of the standards is the need for corporations to integrate a stakeholder 
Chapter 2 Literature review 
39 
 
engagement process into their business operations (Edgley, Jones & Atkins, 2015; 
Tschopp & Nastanski, 2014). It provides guidance to users on how to establish a 
rapport through engaging in dialogue for greater transparency, effective response and 
improved performance (AA1000, 1999). In January 2000, Simon Zadek, 
representative of ISEA stated in the Environmental Accounting and Auditing Report 
that: 
there is an increasing body of evidence that organisations which listen to their 
stakeholders are more likely to be successful in the long-term. AA1000’s continuous 
cycle of consultation with stakeholders is designed to encourage transparency, clear 
goal setting and the building of trust in relationships with people. Organisations 
which adhere to its principles and processes will be able to draw strength from 
association with this quality standard and, ultimately, can expect to achieve 
competitive advantage (p. 2). 
 
Table 2.4 Major sustainability reporting initiatives 
(Source: Guan, 2014, p. 19) 
 
Guideline 
 
Explanation 
 
Sustainability 
dimension 
 
Advantage 
 
Disadvantage 
AA1000 It helps to establish 
stakeholder engagement 
process and maintain 
greater transparency and 
effective response to 
stakeholders. 
Social It addresses stakeholder 
management through the 
reporting corporation and 
raises public awareness 
of the corporation’s 
effects. 
It is resource intensive 
and complex in 
implementation. 
SA8000 Auditable social 
certification standards 
with the purpose to 
protect human rights of 
workers in decent 
workplace across the 
world. 
Social It explicitly addresses the 
main nine elements 
regarding human rights 
and labour rights in the 
workplace. 
It does not cover 
economic and social 
aspects. It fails to 
consider synergies 
among the three 
dimensions. 
ISO 
14001 
Auditable social 
certification standards 
with the purpose to 
protect human rights of 
workers in decent 
workplaces across the 
world. 
Environmental It explicitly addresses the 
main nine elements 
regarding human rights 
and labour rights in the 
workplace. 
It does not cover 
economic and social 
aspects. It fails to 
consider synergies 
among the three 
dimensions. 
GRI It is a framework with 
indicators for 
sustainability reporting in 
economic, environmental 
and social perspectives. 
Social, 
environmental 
and economic 
It is commonly used 
among companies and 
recognised worldwide. It 
contains sector 
supplements and 
translation versions in 
other commonly used 
languages. 
It contains a number of 
indicators, which could 
be costly to monitor and 
collect information. 
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The AA1000 series of standards comprise three components. First, principle 
standards (AA1000APS) provide a framework for corporations to identify, prioritise 
and respond to challenges surrounding sustainability performance. Second, an 
assurance standard such as AA1000AS provides a methodology for auditors to 
evaluate the nature and extent to which a corporation meets the AccountAbility 
principles. Third, stakeholder engagement standards known as AA1000SES provide 
a framework to ensure corporations engage with stakeholders aside from those 
considered internal through dialogue. The challenge of the AA1000 standard is that 
there is limited recognition about the possibility that an auditor might lack 
professional competency in conducting CSR assurance. Thus, there could be issues 
relating to the building capacity among assurance providers (Junior, Best & Cotter, 
2014; Searcy & Buslovich, 2014). 
 
2.3.2 Social Accountability International (SA8000) 
Founded in 1998, the SA8000 standards require audit site performance of a 
corporation against principles of the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights 
and Convention on the Rights of Children (Deegan, 2014; Lozano & Huisingh, 
2011). According to the website of Social Accountability International (SAI), the 
requirements necessary for a corporation to comply with its standards are 
summarised as the following by Deegan (2007, pp. 382-383): 
1. Child labour: No workers under the age of 15; minimum lowered to 14 for 
countries operating under the developing-countries exception; remediation of 
any child found to be working; 
2. Forced Labour: No forced labour, including prison or debt bondage labour; 
no lodging of deposits or identity papers by employers or outside recruiters; 
3. Health and Safety: Provide a safe and healthy work environment; take steps 
to prevent injuries; regular health and safety worker training; system to detect 
threats to health and safety; access to water; 
4. Freedom of Association and Right to Collective Bargaining: Respect the right 
to form and join trade unions and bargain collectively; where law prohibits 
these freedoms, facilitate parallel means of association and bargaining; 
5. Discrimination: No discrimination based on race, castle, origin, religion, 
disability, gender, sexual orientation, union or political affiliation, or age; 
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6. Discipline: No corporal punishment, mental or physical coercion or verbal 
abuse; 
7. Working Hours: Comply with the applicable law but, in any event, no more 
than 48 hours per week with at least one day off for every seven day period, 
mandatory overtime paid; 
8. Compensation: Wages paid for a standard work week must meet legal and 
industry standards and be sufficient to meet the basic need of workers and 
their families; no disciplinary deductions; 
9. Management Systems: Facilities seeking to gain and maintain certification 
must go beyond simple compliance to integrate the standard into their 
management systems and practices. 
 
The guidelines set out by the SA8000 focus on one dimension of sustainability – 
social issues, specifically, those relating to human rights, equal opportunities and 
health and safety. SA8000 does not regard economic and environmental performance 
of a business. 
 
2.3.3 International Organisation for Standardisation (ISO14001) 
The ISO14000 family standards issued in 2004 recommended that “senior 
management of a corporation devise an environmental policy, which must include a 
commitment to both compliance with environmental laws and company policies, 
continual improvement and prevention of pollution” (Deegan, 2014, p. 485). The 
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) provided a document in 2005 
outlining the requirements of ISO14001. These included “General Requirements”, 
“Environmental Aspects”, “Legal and Other Requirements”, “Objectives, Targets 
and Programs”, “Structure and Responsibility”, “Competence, Training and 
Awareness”, “Communications”, “Documentations and Control of Documents”, 
“Operational Control and Emergency Preparedness and Response”, “Monitoring, 
Measuring and Evaluation of Requirements”, “Non-conformances, Corrective and 
Preventive Action, Control Records”, and “Internal Audit and Management Review”. 
 
A corporation must establish, document, implement and continually improve its 
environmental management system and show how those requirements have been met 
in accordance with ISO14001 standards under “General Requirements” (USDA, ISO 
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14001, p. 1). With “Environmental Policy:”, the corporation must have a policy, or 
commitment statement, developed by the management relative to the scope of the 
environmental management system that conforms to ISO14001 standards (USDA, 
ISO 14001, p. 1). 
 
The element “Environmental Aspects” requires a business to have procedures in 
place in order to identify environmental aspects and related impacts that the 
corporation can control or have influence over, and determine those which are 
significant to its survival and operations. ISO14001 does not prescribe what aspects 
should be significant, however, it is expected that a consistent and verifiable process 
is used to determine significance. 
 
Under “Legal and Other Requirements”, a procedure that explains how the 
corporation obtains information regarding its legal and other requirements, and 
makes that information known to key functions within the business (USDA, ISO 
14001, p. 2). “Objectives, Targets and Programs” suggests that there must be some 
process that ensures that the objectives and targets of the business are consistent with 
the policy, which includes the commitments to compliance with legal and other 
requirements, continuous improvement and prevention of pollution. Also, the 
corporation must take into consideration significant aspects, legal requirements, 
views of interested parties, and technological, financial and business issues when 
deciding what it wishes to accomplish as an objective (USDA, ISO 14001, p. 2). 
 
The requirement for “Structure and Responsibility” indicates that relevant 
management and accountability structures are required to be defined. Top 
management is expected to ensure that resources are available so that the 
environmental management system can be implemented, maintained and improved. 
These resources include human resources, organisational structure, financial and 
technological resources (USDA, ISO 14001, p. 2). This then leads to the 
“Competence, Training and Awareness” requirement which encourages the 
corporation to ensure that persons performing tasks that have or can have significant 
impact on the environment or relate to legal requirements are competent to do those 
tasks (USDA, ISO 14001, p. 3). 
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“Communications” is a key requirement that highlights that procedures are required 
for both internal and external stakeholder communications. There is a specific 
requirement that the corporation consider external communication especially about 
its significant environmental aspects and record its decisions (USDA, ISO 14001, p. 
3). This requirement leads to the need for “Documentation and Control of 
Documents”. The business is required to ensure that it has documented the system in 
electronic or paper form such that it addresses the elements of the standard, describes 
how it conforms to each element and provides direction to related documentations 
USDA, ISO 14001, p. 3). 
 
Additionally, “Operational Control and Emergency Preparedness and Response” 
functions related to the policy, significant aspects and the legal requirements, as well 
as targets have been identified and procedures are set in place to ensure proper 
execution of activities. The processes for potential emergency will need to be 
identified with plan of action. This may involve periodic testing of emergency 
procedures (USDA, ISO 14001, p. 4). Such action would require “Monitoring, 
Measuring and Evaluation”. Procedures are required describing how the corporation 
will monitor and measure key parameters of operations, as well as, evaluate its 
compliance with ISO14001 standards periodically (USDA, ISO 14001, p. 5). 
 
Under the “Non-conformances, Corrective and Preventive Action, Control Records”, 
it is required that the corporation identifies conditions which are not in accordance 
with ISO14001, corrects the issue and develops preventative action strategies to 
control the problem identified. To do so, “Internal Audit and Management Review” 
is needed.  
 
ISO14001 requires that the system provides for internal audits. The purpose of the 
audit is to determine whether the system conforms to the requirements of the 
standard and the corporation’s own environmental management system’s detailed 
requirements (USDA, ISO 14001, p. 6). The main criticism the ISO has faced is that 
it does not include guidelines for corporations to report on the economic and social 
aspects of performance as well. The guidelines predominantly focuses on the 
environmental dimension. 
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2.3.4 Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 
The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) was developed in 1997 with the objective to 
provide a reporting framework for corporate sustainability reporting. Clarkson, 
Richardson and Vasvari (2008) found that there is a positive relationship between 
corporate environmental performance and the level of disclosures among 191 
businesses whom adopted the GRI reporting guidelines and were operating in 
environmentally sensitive industries such as pulp and paper, chemical, oil and gas, 
metals and mining and utilities in the United States. The authors suggested that 
corporations were applying the GRI guidelines as a “proactive” environmental 
strategy to release environmental information that may not be easily found or 
observed by stakeholders of the business. In 2011, the authors conducted a different 
study which was based on an analysis of 51 Australian businesses in high-polluting 
sectors such as mining and manufacturing. The findings suggested that those 
corporations facing high level of public scrutiny released higher quantity of 
environmental information using the GRI guidelines as a way to verifiably 
communicate their sustainability performance (Clarkson et al. 2011).  
 
The strength of the GRI guidelines is its focus on all three dimensions of social, 
environmental and economic business performances (Thompson, Anderson, Hansen 
& Kahle, 2010; Toppinen & Korhonen-Kurki, 2013). In the forestry context, the GRI 
guidelines along with independent certification systems such as the Australian Forest 
Certification Scheme (AFCS) and the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) have been 
sought by corporations to provide some form of an assurance statement in their 
disclosures to indicate that their products are produced through environmentally 
sustainable managed forests. 
 
The next two sections explore the GRI framework, and forestry certification schemes 
to identify the strengths and challenges each sustainability reporting initiative 
presents for corporations in the forestry industry, and why the GRI has been accepted 
as the most comprehensive framework. 
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2.4 Exploring the nature of the GRI guidelines 
The GRI guidelines are widely accepted both internationally and in Australia by 
corporations providing voluntary sustainability reports (Adams & Narayanan, 2007; 
Deegan, 2014; Lahtinen et al. 2016; Toppinen & Korhonen-Kurki, 2013; Vuorela, 
2015). In 1997, the Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) 
and the United Nations (UN) developed the first version of a framework for 
sustainability information which led to the GRI project (Tschopp, 2005). 
 
In 2002, a second version of sustainability GRI guidelines was produced (Adam & 
Frost, 2007). The third version of the guidelines known as the G3 was published in 
2006 and became a free public good. The guidelines were updated in March 2011 
and have become known as the G3.1. 
 
There are two parts to the G3.1 guidelines. Part 1 focuses on reporting principles and 
guidance on content and quality. These comprise transparency, stakeholder 
inclusiveness, audit-ability, completeness, relevance, sustainability context, 
accuracy, neutrality, comparability, clarity and timeliness (Adam & Frost, 2007). 
Part 2 focuses on standard disclosure which examines areas of strategy and profile, 
management approach and performance indicators – which are more advanced and 
detailed than the preliminary report quality and content guidance in Part 1. 
 
There are six performance indicator ranges reflected in G3.1 which are presented in 
Table 2.5. They consist of: “Economic”, “Environmental”, “Labour Practices and 
Decent Work”, “Society”, “Human Rights” and “Product Responsibility”. On 21 
May 2013, the GRI developed the G4 guidelines. The benefits of reporting include 
improving stakeholder relationships and encouraging corporations to be more 
accountable for their sustainability impact (Kolk, 2004, 2010). 
 
In comparison to all other sustainability initiatives examined previously in the 
literature, the GRI framework appears be the one which mainly focuses on 
encouraging corporations of all sizes and industries to report on the social, 
environmental and economic dimensions relating to business performances. The 
framework is most referred to on a global level and has been favoured for its multi-
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stakeholder approach in forming the guidelines and also encouraging businesses to 
have stakeholder-inclusiveness approach to sustainability reporting. 
 
Table 2.5 G3 Performance Indicators 
(Source: Rankin, Stanton, McGowan, Ferlauto & Tilling, 2012, p. 323) 
 
Indicator 
 
Description 
 
Economic  Revenues, operating costs, employee compensation, donations and other 
community investments, retained profits, and payments to investors and 
Governments 
 Financial implications and other risks and opportunities due to climate 
change 
 Policy, practice, and spending on locally based suppliers 
 Procedures for local hiring and proportion of senior management hired from 
local community 
 Coverage of organisation’s defined benefit plan obligations 
 Development and impact of infrastructure investments and services provided 
primarily for public benefit 
 Standard entry level wage by gender compared to local minimum wage 
Environmental  Materials used and recycled 
 Energy consumption, savings, including initiatives to reduce energy usage 
 Water use and recycling 
 Biodiversity, including protection and conservation 
 Habitats protected and restored 
 Emissions, effluent and waste measurement and management 
 Environmental impacts of products 
 Non-compliance with environmental laws 
 Impacts of transport 
Labour Practices 
and Decent Work 
 Workforce by employment type, region and gender 
 Rate and number of new employees hired and turnover by age and gender 
 Return to work and retention rates by gender 
 Percentage of employees covered under all collective bargaining 
agreements 
 Rates of injury, occupational diseases and absenteeism 
 Education, training, counselling and risk control programs in place 
 Average hours of training per year per employee 
Society  Percentage of operations with local community engagement 
 Operations with significant potential or actual negative impact on local 
communities 
 Anti-corruption policies and practices, including staff training 
 Monetary value of fines and non-monetary sanctions relating to breach of 
laws and regulations 
Human Rights  Percentage and number of investment agreements and contracts that have 
undergone human rights screening 
 Details of human rights screening of suppliers, contractors and business 
partners 
 Incidents of discrimination and action taken 
 Details of screening of suppliers for incidents of child labour and forced or 
compulsory labour risks 
Product 
Responsibility 
 Assessment of life-cycle stages for health and safety risks 
 Details of programs for adherence to laws, standards and voluntary codes 
relating to marketing, promotion, communication and sponsorships 
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The GRI’s relative success can be attributed to a number of factors according to 
Hohnen (2012) which are summarised in Table 2.6.  
 
Table 2.6 Characteristics of the GRI framework 
(Source: Hohnen, 2012, p. 5) 
 
Characteristic 
 
Explanation 
Continuous improvement GRI has a “learn by doing” approach. Users start by reporting 
on the issues that are most relevant, and extend reporting as 
capacity and need dictate. The GRI guidelines are reviewed 
and updated regularly to reflect user experience. 
First-mover advantage GRI was the first global sustainability reporting framework to be 
developed and piloted. 
Materiality-driven approach GRI’s framework encourages users to identify the issues that 
are most material, both to the reporter and to its stakeholders. 
Sector sensitivity In addition to GRI’s generic sustainability reporting guidelines, it 
has developed a number of “sector supplements”, offering 
sector-specific sustainability guidance and indicators. 
Stakeholder development GRI was developed through a multi-stakeholder negotiating 
process involving governmental bodies, representatives of 
business, academia, labour and ENGOs from around the world. 
 
While the GRI framework has been accepted as the most popular reporting initiative 
for sustainability-related matters, it presents a challenge to the forestry industry. The 
GRI has designed sector supplements as additional guidelines for industries such as 
electric utilities, financial services, food processing, mining and metals to report on 
their social and environmental performance. However, for the forestry industry, no 
indicators have yet been developed which could assist the manner in which 
corporations voluntarily produce sustainability information (GRI Sector 
Supplements, 2011; Li, Toppinen, Tuppura, Puumalainen & Hujala, 2011; Panwar & 
Hansen, 2008). 
 
2.5 Forestry certification systems 
Forestry certification schemes were introduced in the early 1990s as another form of 
initiative used in the industry to ensure corporations hold some form of 
accountability for their environmental performance in specific (Auld & Gulbrandsen, 
2008; Crawford, 2006; Dare et al. 2011). For a corporation to have its native or 
plantations forests certified as being sustainably managed, an audit is undertaken by 
an independent third-party certification body (Forest Certification in Australia, 
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2015). This third-party audit could be obtained through a global or a national 
certification body. 
 
Forestry certification is carried out in Australia against standards set by one of two 
existing certification schemes: the Australian Forest Certification Scheme (AFCS) 
and the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC). The AFCS uses the Australian Forestry 
Standard (AFS) which was introduced in 2003 as the relevant standards for certifying 
forest management (Ozinga, 2004). The AFCS is endorsed by The Programme for 
the Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC), an international non-governmental 
organisation founded in 1999 with the aim to promote sustainable forest management 
through third-party certification (Forest Certification in Australia, 2015; About 
PEFC, 2014). The development of the AFS standards was a nationwide process 
involving representatives of the Australian industry and government officials. The 
standards applied by the AFCS are said to be developed “by the industry for the 
industry” and have been criticised by ENGOs for a lack of multi-stakeholder 
inclusiveness (Kile, Nambiar & Brown, 2014; Stephens & Grist, 2014; Wilkinson, 
Schofield & Kanowski, 2014), particularly the involvement of environmental groups 
(Magin, 2008). 
 
In 1993, prior to the development of the AFS, environmental groups collaborated 
with the industry and government officials on an international level to develop what 
they believed to be a workable global certification system known as the FSC (Auld 
& Cashore, 2013; Lawrence, 2011; Moog, Spicer & Bohm, 2014). The FSC 
certification scheme is known as a market-based mechanism driven by ENGOs to 
help stakeholders identify products from sustainably managed forests (Tuppura et al. 
2015). The foundation of this certification body consisted of: 
a group of timber users, traders and representatives of environmental and human 
rights organisations who identified the need for an honest and credible system for 
identifying well-managed forests as acceptable sources of forest products (FSC 
History, 2010). 
 
The multi-stakeholder origins of the FSC is reflected in the formation of “chambers” 
covering economic, social and environmental interests that have been incorporated 
into the FSC structures, and the basis for decision-making. The FSC certification 
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system is favoured by environmental groups more than the AFS as it was designed in 
a manner where consideration was given to environmental groups’ information 
needs, and not purely focusing on the people in the industry (Tuppura, Toppinen & 
Puumalainen, 2015; Tysiachniouk & McDermott, 2016; Moog et al. 2014; Roberge, 
Bouthillier & Boiral, 2011; Winters, Kuo, Niljinda, Chen, Alves-Pinto, Ongun, 
Daryanto & Newton, 2015). 
 
Up until this point, the discussion has focused on presenting how sustainability 
reporting has been developed and embraced by corporations, paying particular 
attention to the forestry industry. The literature explored motivated the development 
of research question 1 of this study. Now, the discussion focuses on the theoretical 
framework of the study and how corporations and stakeholders perceive 
sustainability reporting (the literature that research question 2 was derived from). 
The perceptions are explained through stakeholder, legitimacy and accountability 
theories, all of which have been employed in this study. 
 
2.6 Perspectives on sustainability through theory 
Corporations and stakeholders perceive sustainability reporting from different 
positions. In the accounting context, stakeholder, legitimacy, and accountability 
theories have predominantly been used in prior literature to explain what motivates 
corporations to produce sustainability reports and how stakeholders have viewed 
them (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Thorne et al. 2014; Deegan, 2014). In this part of 
the discussion, first, the corporate perspective on sustainability is discussed through 
stakeholder theory. Second, the stakeholder perspective is explored through 
legitimacy and accountability theories. 
 
2.6.1 The corporate perspective 
Researchers have suggested one of the reasons that businesses choose to report on 
their social and environmental performance is due to external environmental 
stakeholders’ pressure being placed on them through media and direct dialogue 
(Adams & Narayanan, 2007; Ballou, Heitger & Landes, 2006; Cho et al. 2015; 
Deegan, 2014; Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Joensuu et al. 2015; Schaltegger & 
Burritt, 2010). Crane and Matten (2007) describe a stakeholder as: 
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an individual or a group which either is harmed by, or benefits from, the corporation; 
or whose rights can be violated, or have to be respected, by the corporation (pp. 57-
58).  
 
2.6.1.1 Stakeholder theory 
Stakeholder theory is based on the assumption that corporations will need to manage 
stakeholder relationships in order to continue operations. Deegan and Blomquist 
(2006, p. 349) state “according to stakeholder theory, the disclosure of particular 
types of information can be used to gain or maintain the support of particular groups. 
For example, if a potentially powerful group is concerned about the social or 
environmental performance of a corporation then that might require a need to 
publicly disclose information about particular social or environmental initiatives that 
it has, or is about to, implement so as to alleviate some of the concerns held by the 
powerful stakeholders”. 
 
In the context of sustainability reporting, voluntary disclosures could be produced by 
corporations to manage stakeholder pressure or demand for this type of information 
(Bebbington et al. 2014; Gray et al. 1996; Higgins et al. 2014; Hossain et al. 2016; 
Joensuu et al. 2015; Neu et al. 1998). A number of frameworks have been developed 
to categorise the stakeholders that a corporation needs to manage.  For instance, 
Savage, Nix, Whitehead and Blair (1991) produced a typology which considered two 
attributes for stakeholders to influence a corporation. First, a stakeholder must have a 
claim and second, the ability to make an impact to the business operations. The 
typology groups stakeholders into “supportive”, “marginal”, “non-supportive” and 
“mixed blessings”. 
 
The “supportive” is considered as the most ideal type for a corporation to manage as 
it consists of those individuals who do not possess a threat to the survival and 
operations of the business but form a part of the business’s success. The “marginal” 
are identified as neither posing a high threat nor a co-operative relationship with the 
corporation. The strategy suggested to manage this group is through monitoring their 
interests. The “non-supportive” are assumed to be a potential threat to the 
corporation. The strategy proposed to manage this group is through defence and 
rejection of the claims made by the stakeholders. The “mixed blessings” are those 
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stakeholders with greater influence on the corporation and their potential threat is 
high. The strategy that Savage et al. (1991) have suggested for corporations to 
manage this group is through collaborative activities that includes them in the 
business’s operations, such as mergers and joint ventures. 
 
In 1997, Mitchell, Agle and Wood classified stakeholders into seven categories based 
on their control of one or more of three attributes, being, “power”, “legitimacy” and 
“urgency”. The authors draw on Etzioni (1964, p. 59) to define power as “the extent 
to which a party has or can gain access to coercive (physical means), utilitarian 
(material means) or normative (prestige, esteem and social means) to impose their 
will”. The definition of legitimacy is based on the work of Suchman (1995, p. 574) 
who identified it to be a “generalised perception or assumption that the actions of an 
entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system 
of norms, values, beliefs and definitions”. Urgency is described as “the degree to 
which stakeholder claims call for immediate attention” (Mitchell et al. 1997, p. 867). 
This stakeholder typology is summarised in Table 2.7. Mitchell et al.’s (1997) 
classification of stakeholders is set out in a way where corporations could use it to 
identify the multiple types of stakeholders it engages with and this may require 
identifying corporate strategies to manage them. 
 
In 2011, Banerjee and Bonnefous extended the stakeholder typology of Mitchell et 
al. (1997) by highlighting the importance of going beyond mere stakeholder 
identification based on their level of “power”, “legitimacy” and “urgency”. 
Stakeholders are categorised into three groups referred to as “supportive”, 
“obstructive” and “passive”. Varying strategies are suggested for corporations to 
implement in order to manage each of the groups. The “supportive” are described as 
those stakeholders who have a positive relationship with the business. To manage 
these stakeholders, a corporation would need to adopt reinforcement strategies. The 
“obstructive” brings together those stakeholders who have a conflicting relationship 
with the corporation. To manage this group, the corporation needs to adopt 
containment strategies to limit their influence or isolate them from the business if 
possible. The “passive” are described to have a neutral relationship with the 
corporation and to manage them would require the corporation to adopt stabilising 
strategies to keep these individuals in their passive state. 
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Table 2.7 Stakeholder typology 
(Source: Mitchell, Agle & Wood, 1997, pp. 874 – 9) 
 
Stakeholder type 
 
Description with reference to the attributes of power, 
legitimacy, urgency 
 
Dormant stakeholders These are perceived to possess power but their claims are not 
considered legitimate nor urgent. 
Discretionary stakeholders These are viewed to be able to make legitimate claims but have 
little power and their claims are thus not urgent. 
Demanding stakeholders  These have urgent claims against the corporation but do not have 
power nor legitimacy in their relationship with it. 
Dominant stakeholders Those who possess power and legitimacy but their claims are not 
considered urgent by the corporation. 
Dangerous stakeholders  Those who have the power and urgent claims but are not 
considered legitimate by the corporation. 
Dependent stakeholders  Those who lack power but have urgent and legitimate claims 
against the corporation. 
Definitive stakeholders These stakeholders possess power and legitimacy, and their 
claims are urgent. On this basis, the corporation will give priority to 
such stakeholders. 
 
The stakeholder typologies identified in the literature provide an understanding of the 
corporate perspective on reporting which suggests that the primary focus of the 
business is to manage multiple stakeholders who have a direct impact on its survival 
and capital generation (Cho et al. 2015; Deegan, 2014; Lamberton, 2015; Roberts & 
Wallace, 2015; Thorne et al. 2014). 
 
In reality, corporations face challenges in meeting the expectations of multiple 
stakeholder groups. Greater attention is usually given to shareholders’ and investors’ 
information needs and expectations (Verbeeten, Gamerschlag & Möller, 2016) 
because they are regarded as the key contributors for the business’s survival. In the 
context of sustainability, this is an issue that impacts broader stakeholder groups 
including those in the community and NGOs that have social and environmental 
objectives. This means that consideration needs to be made for a stakeholder-
inclusiveness approach in sustainability reporting where shareholders, investors, 
employees, community and ENGOs are engaged in the process. This perspective is 
supported by the normative branch of stakeholder theory. As Hasnas (1998, p. 32) 
states: 
when viewed as a normative theory, the stakeholder theory asserts that, regardless of 
whether stakeholder management leads to improved financial performance, firms not 
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as a mechanism for increasing the stockholders’ financial returns, but as a vehicle 
for coordinating stakeholder interests, and sees management as having a fiduciary 
relationship to not only stockholders, but to all stakeholders. Management must give 
equal consideration to the interests of all stakeholders and, when these interests 
conflict, manage the business so as to attain the optimal balance among them. 
 
2.6.2 The stakeholder perspective 
Stakeholders’ attitudes towards sustainability reporting could be explained through 
legitimacy and accountability theories. The ad-hoc nature of sustainability reporting 
has influenced stakeholders to perceive such practices as a symbolic action 
implemented by corporations to secure a good corporate reputation (Aalto, 2015; 
Belal, 2002; Buhr, 1998; Cho et al. 2015; Dong & Burritt 2010; Gray & Milne, 2002; 
Lindblom, 1994; Owen, Swift, Humphrey & Bowerman, 2000; O’Donovan, 2002; 
O’Dwyer & Owen, 2005; Thorne et al. 2014; Unerman, 2000). The reputation of an 
industry can be affected if one or more businesses display irresponsible behaviour 
(Gordon, Schirmer, Lockwood, Vanclay & Hanson, 2013; Lange & Washburn, 
2012). 
 
2.6.2.1 Legitimacy theory 
To attain legitimacy, corporations would either take substantive action by changing 
their behaviour or become involved in more symbolic activities so that they can gain 
legitimacy without changing organisational behaviour (Comyns et al. 2013; Deegan 
& Blomquist, 2006; Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975; Lindblom, 1994). This symbolic 
approach is explained by Buhr (1998) who states: 
attempts are made by corporations to achieve legitimacy by appearing to be doing 
the “right things” or not be involved in doing the “wrong things” when this 
appearance may have little in common with a corporation’s actual environmental 
performance (p. 165). 
 
Legitimacy is therefore centred on the idea of corporations attempting to influence 
the perceptions of their stakeholders (Alrazi, Villiers & Staden, 2015; Kuruppu & 
Milne, 2011; Lindblom, 1994; O’Donovan, 2002). Legitimacy theory relies on the 
notion that for a business to operate in society it is depended on a social contract 
between the corporation and stakeholders in the society it operates in (Deegan, 2014; 
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Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Guthrie & Parker, 1989). The social contract is not easy 
to define, but the concept is used to represent the multitude of implicit and explicit 
expectations that stakeholders have about how a corporation should conduct its 
operations (Deegan, 2007, p. 276). Dowling and Pfeffer (1975, p. 124) argue that 
legitimacy cannot be “defined solely by what is legal or illegal”. Society’s 
expectations of corporate behaviour are both “implicit” and “explicit”. Deegan 
(2006, p. 278) describes the explicit term of the social contract as the “legal 
requirements”, whereas the implicit terms are “non-legislated societal expectations”. 
Godfrey, Hodgson and Holmes (2010) reflected on the notion of social contract as: 
we are to imagine that those who engage in social cooperation choose together, in 
one joint act, the principles that are to assign basic rights and duties and to determine 
the division of social benefits. Men are to decide in advance how they are to regulate 
their claims against one another and what is to be the foundation charter of their 
society. Just as each person must decide by rational reflection what constitutes his 
good, that is, the system of ends that is rational for him to pursue, so as a group of 
persons must decide once and for all what is to count among them as just and unjust 
(Godfrey et al. 2010, p. 664). 
 
The concept of social contract back in the 1970s was based on the idea of justice for 
individuals in society (Heard & Bolce, 1981). Traditionally, stakeholders used to be 
interested in the profit maximisation of a business to measure its performance and 
judge its legitimacy (Patten, 1992). However, stakeholders’ perceptions and 
expectations have changed over time. With heightened social expectations, it is 
anticipated that successful businesses “will react and attend to the social and 
environmental consequences of their activities” (Deegan, 2007, p. 276). Due to this 
increase in stakeholder awareness, some businesses may choose to develop 
sustainability disclosures as a strategy to conform to society’s expectations (Deegan, 
2002). Should a corporation not meet the changing expectations of stakeholders 
through its reporting or practices, it would be placing itself in a situation where its 
corporate legitimacy is threatened and the social licence to operate would not exist. 
The Business Council of Australia (2005, p. 34) stated that: 
poor corporate behaviour can threaten a company’s licence to operate through the 
community demanding greater regulatory restrictions being placed on the company, 
increasing its cost base and limiting its future prospects. Ultimately, this can lead to 
prohibitions on the company selling certain products or accessing valuable 
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resources. The converse is that companies with strong corporate social responsibility 
reputation will gain quicker access to resources and be subject to less regulation than 
their competitors.  
 
Corporations operating in environmentally high-impact industries attract more media 
attention. This means increased stakeholder pressures and the need to maintain the 
changing expectations of those users in order to keep the business’s social licence to 
operate (Thorne et al. 2014; Deegan, 2014). Forestry is classified as one of these 
environmentally sensitive industries (Herbohn & Herbohn, 1999). Those businesses 
operating in sensitive industries such as forestry are considered to be the ones with 
more risk of being criticised for corporate, social and environmental responsibilities 
(Reverte, 2009). This is because a corporation may be motivated to release a 
sustainability report in order to deflect attention from its performances, which may 
be damaging in the social and environmental dimensions. 
 
Friedman and Miles (2002) explained that the expectations of various stakeholder 
groups can change over time and corporations must therefore continually adapt their 
operating and disclosure strategies to meet those expectations. Embracing this 
perspective, Roberts (1992, p. 598) stated that “a major role of corporate 
management is to assess the importance of meeting stakeholder demands in order to 
achieve the strategic objectives of the firm. As the level of stakeholder power 
increases, the importance of meeting stakeholder demands increases also”. Roberts 
(1992, p. 599) further stated that: 
  developing a corporate reputation as being socially responsible through performing 
and disclosing social responsibility activities is part of a strategy for managing 
stakeholder relationships. 
 
Deegan (2006, p. 277) suggested that “failure to comply with societal expectations 
may lead to sanctions being imposed by society, for example, in the form of legal 
restrictions imposed on an organisation’s operations, limited resources (for example, 
financial capital and labour) being provided, and/or reduced demand for its products 
(sometimes through organised consumer boycotts)”. This perspective is closely 
connected to the concept of legitimising corporate image. 
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Some corporations, especially those operating in environmentally sensitive industries 
do face public scrutiny and their corporate legitimacy becomes threatened and forms 
a legitimacy gap (Deegan, 2014). If the norms and values of a corporation differ 
from the norms and values of the society in which it operates, organisational 
legitimacy may be threatened (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975) and a legitimacy gap may 
occur (Wartick & Mahon, 1994). Under such circumstances the corporation may 
undertake activities in order to gain, maintain or repair legitimacy (Brown & Deegan, 
1998; Lindblom, 1994; O’Donovan, 2002; Patten, 1992). 
 
Sethi (1978, p. 58) suggested that there are four strategies that a corporation could 
adopt if this gap widens and corporate legitimacy is at risk. The first strategy 
suggests that a corporation does not change its performance but aims to change the 
perceptions of the public about its performance through disclosures. For instance, if 
there is a stakeholder demand for stand-alone sustainability reporting, the 
management team of a business may choose to make a statement about its social or 
environmental responsibility but not produce a report on its performance. This action 
could be seen as a strategy by the business to manage the public’s perceptions about 
its practices and reputation. The second strategy proposes that if changes to the 
public perceptions are not possible, then the corporation may engage with certain 
social and environmental “symbols” to describe its business performance. An 
example of this in the forestry industry is the certification symbols of the Forest 
Stewardship Council (FSC) and the Australian Forestry Standards (AFS) that are 
produced on wood and paper products that aims to demonstrate to the customers that 
the products that they are purchasing have come from sustainably managed forests. 
The symbols provide some form of assurance that the products of the corporation 
come from sustainably managed forests. 
 
The third strategy proposed by Sethi (1978) is that a business could aim to change 
societal expectations of its business performance through education and disclosures. 
This would require the business to hold workshops, public discussions, media 
dialogue and disclosures in the reports and on the company’s website. The final and 
fourth strategy proposed by Sethi applies when strategies one through three are 
unsuccessful, actual changes in business performance would be necessary. A change 
in business practice is required, especially if there is an engagement with what is 
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perceived to be as environmentally “unsustainable business practice” such as native 
logging or illegal logging. 
 
If a business is faced with increased stakeholder attention and its social licence to 
operate is questioned, several strategies may be implemented to regain lost or 
threatened corporate legitimacy. These may include those that were proposed by 
Sethi (1978) or a more refined step by step guide proposed by Lindblom (1994). 
Deegan and Blomquist (2006, p. 10) summarised Lindblom’s strategies as the 
following: 
1) Seek to educate and inform stakeholders about actual changes that the 
corporation has taken to improve its sustainability performance; 
2) Seek to change the perceptions of stakeholders through disclosures but not 
change actual behaviour in practice; 
3) Seek to manipulate stakeholders’ perceptions by deflecting attention from any 
practice to other emotive symbols [which tend to be relating to positive 
achievements of the corporation], and  
4) Seek to change external expectations of stakeholders with regards to its 
performance. 
 
The first strategy by Lindblom (1994) supports the view that corporations take 
genuine action to identify and provide a solution to issues surrounding their 
sustainability performance. However, the second, third and fourth strategies suggest 
that a corporation may pretend that it has considered stakeholders concerns through 
disclosures about its sustainability achievements or corporate citizenship, yet at the 
same time not change its practices. The second strategy suggests that a gap could 
exist between the rhetoric (what the corporation claims to be doing in the 
sustainability report) and reality (what the corporation is actually doing in practice). 
This is an issue for stakeholders as they may perceive corporate sustainability 
reporting as strategic manoeuvre to manage corporate reputation than actual 
sustainability performance. 
 
The difference between Sethi’s (1978) approach to Lindblom (1994) is that the order 
of strategies proposed by Lindblom focus on the first step to make actual changes to 
business performance to improve its operations and stakeholder engagement 
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(Strategy 1). In regaining threatened legitimacy, it is important for a corporation to 
demonstrate that the problem faced has been identified and necessary procedures 
have been implemented to resolve the issue prior to escalating to the next level and 
creating greater conflicts between its stakeholders.  
 
A corporation progresses through legitimacy at a different level, starting as a 
beginner in establishing corporate legitimacy to extending and marinating it. Tilling 
(2004) suggested that there are four phases of legitimacy that corporations enter and 
may progress through. They consist of: “establishing”, “maintaining”, “extending” 
and “defending”. “Establishing and maintaining” corporate legitimacy are a strong 
drive for businesses to report on social and environmental related information, 
particularly those operating in high environmentally sensitive industries (Deegan & 
Rankin, 1996; Kuruppu & Milne, 2011; Milne & Patten, 2002). This is further 
explained in Table 2.8. 
 
Table 2.8 Phases of corporate legitimacy 
(Source: Tilling, 2004, pp. 6-8) 
 
Phase 
 
Description 
 
Establishing This first phase represents the early stages of a corporation’s development and tends to 
revolve around issues of competence, particularly financial, but the corporation must be 
aware of “socially constructed standards of quality and desirability as well as perform in 
accordance with accepted standards of professionalism” (Hearit, 1995, p. 2). 
Maintaining This is the phase that most corporations would generally expect to be operating in, where 
their “activities include: (1) Ongoing role performance and symbolic assurances that all is 
well, and (2) attempts to anticipate and prevent or forestall potential challenges to 
legitimacy” (Ashford & Gibbs, 1990, p. 183). However the maintenance of legitimacy is 
not as easy as it may at first appear. Legitimacy is a dynamic construct. Community 
expectations are not considered static, but rather, change across time thereby requiring 
corporations to be responsive to the environment in which they operate in. 
Extending A corporation may enter new markets or changes the way it relates to its current market. 
This can give rise to a need to extend legitimacy which is “apt to be intense and proactive 
as management attempts to win the confidence and support of wary potential 
constituents” (Ashford & Gibbs, 1990, p. 180). 
Defending Legitimacy may be threatened by an incident (internal or external), and therefore require 
defence. “Legitimating activities tend to be intense and reactive as management attempts 
to counter the threat” (Ashford & Gibbs, 1990, p. 183). 
 
Corporate dialogue with stakeholders through sustainability disclosures is not enough 
to manage corporate legitimacy and build a trusting relationship that would enable 
the business to influence the perceptions of users (Aalto, 2015; Lingan & Wyman, 
2013). Owen et al. (2000) has expressed that sustainability reporting processes have 
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become prone to “managerial capture” where the management team of a corporation 
has the ability to take control of the entire process so that information is collected 
and disseminated only if it is deemed appropriate to advance the “corporate image”, 
instead of seeking true transparency and accountability to stakeholders. Accusations 
of a lack of completeness and credibility in reporting have been most prominent 
(Adams & Evans, 2004; Dando & Swift, 2003). 
 
2.6.2.2 Accountability theory 
Stakeholders, particularly ENGOs want corporations to take responsibility for their 
actions and inactions. This is explained through accountability theory. According to 
Gray et al. (1996), accountability is defined as: 
The duty to provide an account (by no means necessarily a financial account) or 
reckoning of those actions for which one is held responsible (p. 38). 
The view being projected is that “people in society have a right to be informed about 
certain facets of the corporation’s operations” (Deegan, 2009, p. 348). 
 
In the context of sustainability, accountability can provide an understanding of how 
stakeholders view a corporation to be responsible for its sustainability impact along 
with its financial obligations (Gray, 2001, 2007; Gray, Dey, Owen, Evans & Zadek, 
1997; Gray, Kouhy & Lavers, 1995). This theory challenges the business case for 
voluntary sustainability reporting and supports the view that there needs to be 
regulation for mandatory audit assured sustainability reports (Comyns et al. 2013; 
Gillet-Monjarret, 2015; Wong & Millington, 2014; Simnett, Vanstraelen, Chua, 
2009). As stated by Gray (2007): 
reporting almost never offers a complete picture of organisational activity, social 
responsibility reporting is exceptionally selective, sustainability reporting, despite 
protestations to the contrary is yet to address sustainability and accountability is not 
discharged”. The lack of regulation has been identified as a barrier to improving 
quality within the accountability literature arguing that while sustainability reporting 
remains a voluntary process, companies will not discharge accountability (p. 181). 
Audit verification of sustainability reports is viewed as a fundamental element in 
assuring the credibility and reliability of the disclosures (Faisal, Tower & Rusmin, 
2012; Haider & Kokubu, 2015; Zadek & Raynard, 2004; Manetti, 2011). The 
demand for external assurance services for sustainability reports has grown steadily 
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predominantly from 2010 (KPMG, 2011). However, the current “self-regulated” 
sustainability guidelines do not encourage corporations to provide an independent 
assured statement for their social and environmental disclosures made in 
sustainability or annual reports (Gillet, 2012; Kolk & Perego, 2010; O’Dwyer, Owen 
& Unerman, 2011). 
 
If managers decide to report on their corporation’s sustainability performance, they 
are free to publish stand-alone reports or include such information in annual reports. 
This would mean that they can decide on the scope of sustainability report (Reverte, 
2009). The release of voluntary information such as the corporation’s sustainability 
performance could lead to a credibility problem due to the manager’s incentives to 
disclose in a “self-serving” manner (Crawford & Sobel, 1982). Therefore, audit 
assurance is essential for corporations to help overcome the credibility problem 
(Healy & Palepu, 2001; Hodge, Subramaniam & Stewart, 2009). The lack of 
mandatory audit assurance on sustainability reports affects stakeholders’ confidence 
in the quality and credibility of the information at the presented (Alon & Vidovic, 
2015; Deegan, Cooper & Shelly, 2006; Gillet-Monjarret, 2015; Manetti & Becatti, 
2009). 
 
Stakeholders, particularly environmental groups hold the perspective that 
corporations have a responsibility to verify that the information disclosed in 
sustainability reports does in fact provide a true reflection of the business’s 
performance in practice (Faisal, Tower & Rusmin, 2012; Hahn & Lulfs, 2014). An 
assurance statement in sustainability reports serves as a communication mechanism 
as it arguably enhances the clarity and reliability of these statements. Simnett, 
Vanstraelen and Chua (2009) posit that:  
corporations’ purchase of assurance is driven by their objective to increase 
stakeholder confidence in the quality of the sustainability information provided 
and/or to increase stakeholder trust in the level of corporate commitment to 
sustainability agendas (p. 939). 
 
To enhance the credibility of sustainability reports will require a multi-stakeholder 
involvement in the reporting process and a mandatory system to hold corporations 
accountable for their social and environmental impact. Philips (1997) description of 
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stakeholder engagement is “a process with mutual benefits for corporations and 
stakeholders, which draws on a cooperative scheme called a ‘‘mutually beneficial 
and just scheme of cooperation” (p. 54). 
 
Such engagement was seen in action in the Deegan and Blomquist (2006) case study 
which discussed how the Mineral Council Industry was engaging with WWF 
Australia (an ENGO), seeking its expertise to enhance the industry’s sustainability 
reporting initiatives. However, not all businesses would be willing to engage with 
multi-stakeholders in the process of releasing sustainability reports. Hence, 
environmental groups implement multiple strategies to be able to influence corporate 
reporting and practices which are discussed in the next two remaining sections of the 
chapter (the literature motivating research question 3). 
 
2.7 Influences on sustainability reporting 
Over the past 30 years, social and environmental NGOs have played an influential 
role in sustainability initiatives (Humphreys, 2004; Joensuu et al. 2015; Manetti & 
Toccafondi, 2012; Stafford & Hartman, 1996; Yaziji & Doh, 2009). With the “self-
regulated” corporate sustainability reporting practice, businesses have been perceived 
as having a “trust me” attitude which NGOs have challenged and they ask them to 
“prove it” through audit-verification and certification systems (Dommen, 1999; 
Utting, 2002). 
 
In the late 1990s, corporate resistance to the notion that both social and 
environmental NGOs might have a constructive role to play in business’s operations 
decreased to some extent (Utting, 2002). This meant that some corporations became 
more open to the idea of having a multi-stakeholder approach and creating 
partnerships with social and environmental NGOs to work towards sustainability 
reporting initiatives (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Mattingly & Greening, 2002; 
Utting, 2002; Zadek, 2001). Businesses recognised that having an NGO-business 
partnership would allow for acquiring knowledge and values needed in order to 
survive and adapt to changing trends in the environment they operate in (Beck, 
Giddens & Lash, 1994; Utting, 2000).  
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Studies that have been conducted in the forestry context have suggested that ENGOs 
have been able to influence sustainability reporting by partnerships with: 
a) The forestry industry: ENGOs have been involved in the development of the 
international FSC certification standards that are applied in Australia and 
have been previously discussed in this chapter. Wilson (2012) provided 
evidence on how ENGOs have wanted to influence the global supply chain of 
commodities through their involvement in the production of the FSC 
certification scheme. The findings suggested that the extent of environmental 
organisations’ influence on corporate reporting should not be underestimated. 
 
b) Some ENGOs have engaged with the government and the forestry industry 
through the Regional Forestry Agreements (RFAs) that have been developed 
to bring environmental groups and the industry to some form of written 
agreement about how native forests will be safeguarded for future 
generations. Lester and Hutchins (2012) suggested that environmental groups 
have long gained access to news media and have the ability to influence 
political decision makers through ENGO-business partnerships which they 
refer to it as an “invisibility strategy” in their study. The example used by the 
authors to explain the importance of collaborations between the two parties 
was the talks between environmental groups, the forestry industry and 
government officials in the development of a plan to protect the future of 
Australian native forests through the RFAs which was discussed in Chapter 1. 
 
c) Some ENGOs have partnered with the industry and the GRI to form a 
platform for discussion on how sustainability reporting practices could be 
enhanced in the industry for the future. Bostrom and Hallstrom (2010) 
provided a particular example of ENGOs’ participation in the GRI framework 
and the FSC certification scheme has allowed them to have some influence 
on the way sustainability information is prepared by the industry. 
 
Utting (2002) has indicated stakeholder involvement with corporations can influence 
businesses to be more accountable and attentive to their social and environmental 
responsibilities. He explains this concept of stakeholder involvement with businesses 
through three progressive phases of “regulation” of sustainability. The first is 
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“command and control”. Under this phase, businesses would need to comply with 
mandatory regulatory guidelines for sustainability. At the present, sustainability 
reporting is voluntary in nature and not regulated, unlike financial reports. Thus, this 
proposed phase has not been reached yet in the context of sustainability reporting. 
 
The second phase Utting refers to as “self-regulation”. In this phase, corporations 
have the opportunity to engage in voluntary sustainability initiatives. The 
implementation of sustainability reports is presently at this level. The application of 
the GRI guidelines is an example of how corporations self-regulate their 
sustainability performance. Utting suggests that corporations may choose to self-
regulate their sustainability performance to deflect attention of stakeholders from 
social and environmental issues that businesses face. 
 
The third phase Utting proposes is “co-regulation”. At this stage, multiple 
stakeholders contemplate how they can become involved in the social and 
environmental performances of a business. By involving stakeholders, such as an 
ENGO-business partnership, the sustainability reporting process can be seen as a 
way for environmental groups to hold businesses accountable for their sustainability 
performance. 
 
Rondinelli and London (2003) suggested that a change from a confrontational to a 
more collaborative relationship between NGOs and corporations is occurring. The 
authors identified three types of relationships between businesses and NGOs as 
“arm’s-length relationships”’, “interactive collaborations” and “intensive 
environmental management alliances”. 
 
“Arm’s-length relationships” involve corporate support for its employees’ to be 
involved in voluntary participation in NGO environmental activities, and forming 
affiliations corporate-NGO marketing and fundraising activities. “Interactive 
collaborations” on the other hand takes place when an NGO is involved in certifying 
corporate sustainability practices and when the corporation supports a specific NGO 
cause. At this collaboration stage, the two parties become engaged in creating 
environmental awareness through certification schemes, such as the FSC that has 
been discussed in the forestry context. In the “intensive environmental management 
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alliances”, the corporations pursue more formal alliances with NGOs to tackle 
internal environmental management problems. The NGOs aim to prevent pollution 
and environmental damage before it occurs by working more directly with 
corporations to change their products or internal processes. 
 
In reality though, not all corporations would perceive a partnership with ENGOs as 
an essential approach to enhance their sustainability. Also, as discussed previously, 
there is a possibility that some ENGOs may perceive sustainability reporting as 
nothing more than a legitimisation tool produced by businesses. Such environmental 
groups become more concerned with what a corporation does in practice than in its 
voluntary reporting. 
 
Each ENGO has a specific objective to meet and this would require the 
implementation of multiple strategies to reach that goal. For those that have an 
objective to influence the reporting by business tend to use partnerships and alliance 
strategies to do so, while others that perceive a corporation’s sustainability practice 
as threatening to their objective (for example: the use of native forests in pulp mills 
or timber products) will resort to other strategies to influence businesses. The next 
section identifies the types of strategies that have been used by ENGOs to influence 
the sustainability practices of corporations (motivating research question 3 
specifically). 
 
2.8 Influences on sustainability practice 
Environmental groups use multiple strategies to ensure that their sustainability 
objective is met in a specific industry or by a corporation. The strategies employed 
would depend on what is the ENGO’s sustainability objective and how a corporation 
or industry is responding to it. This can be explained by Yaziji and Doh’s (2009) 
NGO typology presented in Figure 2.3. The authors categorise social and 
environmental NGOs based on who their beneficiaries are, and the services they 
provide in order to meet their objective. 
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Figure 2.3 NGO typology 
(Source: Yaziji & Doh, 2009, p. 5) 
 
 
There are two types of beneficiaries under the typology. First, “self-benefiting”, 
which groups those NGOs with a cause in meeting their members’ objectives. 
Second, “others-benefiting” are those NGOs that work towards assisting 
stakeholders, including community members, corporations, industries and 
government officials in reaching a common social or environmental goal. The 
authors suggest that once the beneficiaries of an NGO are known, the next step 
would be to identify how an NGO meets its objective. There are two ways according 
to the typology that environmental groups can influence corporations. First, they may 
provide a “service” to the business or adopt “advocacy” activities such as campaigns. 
 
According to Yaziji and Doh (2009), the term “service” represents goods and 
services to clients who have unmet needs. “Advocacy” on the other hand involves 
lobbying, campaigning, engaging in conferences, advisory activities to monitor and 
expose actions or inactions of corporations or industries that are not meeting their 
social or environmental objective. The authors also acknowledge that some NGOs 
are “hybrid” and could use both “service” and “advocacy” activities in order to meet 
their objective. In accordance with the framework, some NGOs could be grouped as 
“others-benefiting” and employ “advocacy” strategies to meet their sustainability 
objective, while others may be “hybrid”. 
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Utting (2005) provided an extension of the “services” and “advocacy” into seven 
strategies which are summarised in Table 2.9. The strategies explained by the author 
provide some understanding of the way social and environmental NGOs could 
influence corporations or an industry. 
 
Table 2.9 NGO strategies to meet sustainability objectives 
(Source: Utting, 2005) 
 
Strategies 
 
Description 
 
1. Watchdog 
activism 
Involves identifying and publicising corporate practice by “naming and shaming” 
specific corporations. 
2. Consumer 
activism and fair 
trade movement 
Involves taking steps to inform consumers about specific products or 
corporations and organising boycotts. 
3. Shareholder 
activism and ethical 
investment 
Acquire shares in corporations, and use the format of the annual general 
meetings to raise complaints and to propose changes to corporate policy or 
practice. 
4. Litigation Involves activists and victims using the legal systems to prosecute corporate 
practice. 
5. Critical research, 
public education 
Involves generating and disseminating knowledge about corporate activities, 
including practice, and attempting to influence public and academic opinion, as 
well as policy makers. 
6. Collaboration and 
service provision 
Involves engaging with organisations and corporations to identify, analyse and 
spread knowledge on “good practice”, raise awareness of corporate 
responsibility issues, engage in partnership programs and projects, provide 
training and advisory services, carry out auditing activities. 
7. Eclectic Engages in both collaboration and confrontation. For example, an NGO could be 
providing technical assistance and participating in dialogues with corporations. 
At the same time, it could also adopt a confrontational approach such as 
“naming and shaming” to ensure its objective is met by the corporation. 
 
The first strategy is “watchdogs”, it identifies those NGOs groups that use campaigns 
to publicly name and shame corporations involved in questionable practices. Second, 
the “consumer activism and fair trade movement” strategy groups those NGOs that 
inform consumers about a corporation’s practices that are damaging to the social or 
environmental dimension through boycotts and campaigns. 
 
The third strategy is “shareholder activism and ethical investment”. This is where 
some NGOs purchase shares and use annual general meetings (AGM) of 
shareholders to raise complaints and propose changes to corporate practice. The 
fourth strategy, “litigation”, identifies those NGOs that take legal action to prosecute 
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corporations for their practices. The fifth strategy is “critical research and public 
education”, which NGOs use to enlighten the public on sustainability issues. 
 
The sixth strategy proposed by Utting (2005) is “collaboration and service 
provision”, which identifies those NGOs who form alliances with one another and 
business partnerships to distribute knowledge on good practice, raise awareness of 
corporate responsibility issues, and engage in training and advisory services. The last 
strategy in the framework is called “eclectic strategies” and it brings together those 
NGOs who simultaneously engage in both collaborative and confrontational 
strategies to meet their sustainability cause.  
 
This section has considered how ENGOs are capable of influencing the practices of a 
corporation. The next section concludes the chapter with a summary of the key 
points that were discussed. 
 
2.9 Chapter conclusion 
The literature explored in this chapter has suggested that sustainability reporting 
allows corporations to disclose or not about their sustainability performance as it is 
voluntary in nature (Adams & Frost, 2004; Adams & Zutshi, 2004; Deegan & 
Blomquist, 2006; O’Dwyer et al. 2007). The self-laudatory nature of sustainability 
reports is questioned (De Silva, 2008; Cowan, 2007). Those corporations that decide 
to release sustainability reports tend to focus on releasing positive information about 
corporate environmental and social practices. This may be perceived as a mechanism 
used by businesses to manage stakeholder pressure and corporate legitimacy 
(Higgins & Walker, 2012; Hooghiemstra, 2000). Hence, the usefulness of the 
sustainability reports to stakeholders’ decision making and improving transparency 
purposes is questioned since this approach does not foster corporate accountability 
for its sustainability impacts (Hahn & Lulfs, 2014).  
 
Prior studies identified sustainability reporting as a symbolic action used by 
corporations to gain legitimacy (Buhr, 1998, 2007; Cho et al. 2015; Hooghiemstra, 
2000; Suchman, 1995). To attain legitimacy, corporations either take substantive 
action by changing their behaviour or they may be involved in more “symbolic 
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activities” so that they can gain legitimacy without changing organisational 
behaviours (Comyns et al. 2013). Further, the lack of regulatory guidance on 
sustainability reports means that audit assurance is voluntary and corporations have 
the choice to provide external audit assured disclosures (Manetti, 2011). The lack of 
mandatory audit assurance on sustainability reports affects stakeholders’ confidence 
in the quality and credibility of the information presented (Subramaniam & Stewart, 
2009; Manetti & Becatti, 2009). The gap between how a corporation perceives 
sustainability reporting versus environmental groups perspectives, could influence 
the way ENGOs perceive this type of reporting and the strategies they adopt to 
engage with corporations about issues relating to sustainability. 
 
The purpose of this chapter was to present sustainability reporting from both 
corporate and stakeholder perspectives. In this chapter, the progression towards 
sustainability reporting was presented along with its current limitations that impact 
businesses and stakeholders understanding of the concept. Then, the types of social 
and environmental initiatives and certification systems were introduced to identify 
what has been developed for corporations to use in preparing their reports. The GRI 
guidelines and forestry certifications were highlighted as the key initiatives applied 
by corporations in the forestry industry. The challenges that each have presented in 
the forestry industry were discussed. Then, the voluntary nature of reporting was 
identified and how it may be perceived was discussed through the application of 
stakeholder, legitimacy and accountability theories. The corporate perspective 
towards sustainability reporting was discussed through stakeholder theory and the 
concept of stakeholder management. The stakeholders’ view was approached from 
legitimacy and accountability theories to demonstrate how voluntary reporting of 
business could be viewed. This part of the discussion focused predominately on 
environmental groups perspectives. 
 
An examination of how ENGOs have influenced sustainability reporting and 
practices was then discussed separately to differentiate between various types of 
strategies that they adopt to meet their social and environmental objectives, 
specifically in the forestry industry. Chapter 3 introduces the research methods and 
analysis approach adopted in this thesis and provides a discussion on the type of data 
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that was collected, how it was analysed, and highlights the ethical considerations that 
were included in the process.  
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Chapter 3 
 
RESEARCH METHODS AND ANALYSIS APPROACH 
 
 
 
3.1 Chapter introduction 
This chapter provides a discussion on the data collection methods and analysis 
approach that has been employed in this study. Chapter 1 identified that this research 
is qualitative in nature and is based on a case study of corporations in the Australian 
forestry industry. Three sources of data were collected and analysed. These consisted 
of web-based materials, interviews and the researcher’s reflective journal. 
 
To engage with the corporate perspective on sustainability reporting, web-based 
documents including annual reports, stand-alone sustainability reports and related 
policies of the five forestry corporations were analysed. The analysis approach is 
based on the GRI’s G3 report content and quality tests. Interview data was then 
collected and analysed to identify and understand the ENGOs’ perspectives on 
sustainability and their influence on the reporting and practices of corporations. The 
process involved interviewing both participants from ENGOs and third-party 
commentators who offered their views on the relationship between the forestry 
industry and environmental groups. The way that the data was analysed is through a 
thematic approach, applying the models by Banerjee and Bonnefous (2011) and 
Utting (2005) which were discussed in Chapter 2. 
 
The chapter begins with an explanation about the belief system that this research was 
situated in. This is followed by a discussion on the uniqueness and suitability of 
qualitative research, discussed through the work of Patton (1990). Then, a discussion 
on the research methods and analysis approach employed to interpret the data is 
provided. This leads to the identification of the sample of the participants and 
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background on each. The chapter concludes with a summary of the key points of 
discussion and their connections to Chapter 4, which presents the analysis, findings 
and interpretation of the web-based materials, representing the corporate perspective 
to sustainability reporting.   
 
3.2 Social constructivism paradigm 
This study is situated in a social constructivist belief system. Constructivism intends 
to understand “the world of human experience” (Cohen & Manion, 1994, p. 36), 
suggesting that “reality is socially constructed” (Mertens, 2005, p. 12). This 
worldview is based on the assumption that individuals create and sustain the social 
world through the use of language (Berger & Luckmann, 1966; Buhr, 1995). Social 
constructivists view knowledge and truth as created by interactions of individuals in 
a society (Andrews, 2012; Ortiz, 2013). 
 
This study focuses on the perceptions and influences of ENGOs on sustainability 
reporting and practice. Through a social constructivist approach, interaction between 
the researcher and the subjects of interest was essential to understand their views and 
interpret the findings based on their background and experiences. Berger and 
Luckmann (1991) view the real world as being defined by social norms and 
subjective experiences. A researcher’s interpretation of the phenomenon is a 
construction in itself (Charmaz, 2006; Mills, Bonner & Francis, 2006; Roller & 
Lavrakas, 2015). The co-construction of the researcher in this study is acknowledged 
through a reflective stance taken in analysing and interpreting the following data: 
a) Sustainability disclosures produced by the Australian forestry industry. 
The documents analysed provided an understanding of how forestry 
corporations have approached sustainability reporting; 
b) The ENGO perspective was examined through interviews which allowed 
for open-ended questions to give an opportunity for the participants to 
describe their own views,  experiences and influences on sustainability 
reports and practices of  forestry corporations; and 
c) While the study predominantly focuses on the ENGOs’ views and 
influences on corporations, third-party commentators’ perspectives were 
also collected to better understand the relationship between the forestry 
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industry and environmental groups when it came to sustainability. The 
commentators offered insight into the relationship between corporations 
and ENGOs based on their observations and experiences. As introduced 
in Chapter 1, the commentators held positions as academics, sustainability 
consultants and journalists. 
 
Having a social constructivist belief required a qualitative research approach to 
engage deeper with the meanings brought to the phenomena by all the subjects 
involved. Studies that have investigated the interactions between corporations and 
ENGOs with regard to sustainability reporting have adopted such an approach in the 
past (Bostrom & Hallstrom, 2010; Dare et al. 2011; Wilson, 2012). The qualitative 
approach taken in this study is further discussed in the next section.  
 
3.3 Qualitative research approach 
Qualitative research allows for an interpretation of a complex phenomenon in its 
natural setting (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011).  According to Patton (1990), a qualitative 
research is based on eight characteristics which are described in Table 3.1. They 
include: naturalistic enquiry, inductive analysis, qualitative data, personal contact 
and insight, unique case orientation, empathetic neutrality and design flexibility. The 
following sub-sections provide a discussion on how each attribute is applicable 
through some means to this research. 
 
3.3.1 Naturalistic inquiry 
Naturalism is a belief that a phenomena should be studied in its natural context. This 
is consistent with the intention set by the researcher when undertaking this study. 
While the data collected and analysed was upon reflected, the researcher did not 
influence the perceptions and experiences of the subjects. The focus was on 
interpreting the perspectives of the subjects through their accounts of experiences, 
observations and engagements. 
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Table 3.1 Characteristics of qualitative research 
(Source: Patton 1990, pp. 40-41) 
 
Characteristic  
 
Description 
 
Naturalistic enquiry Lack of predetermined constraints; open to situation as it 
emerges. 
Inductive analysis Interest in data to discover details; open questions rather than 
testing theoretically derived hypotheses. 
Qualitative data Detailed, thick description; direct quotations capturing 
perspectives and experience. 
Personal contact and insight Direct contact with participants; researcher’s personal 
experience and insights important part of understanding. 
Unique case orientation The case is special and unique. Inquiring involves respecting 
and capturing details of case. 
Empathetic neutrality Objective is to understand phenomenon in its complexity; inquiry 
includes personal experience and empathic insight as a part of 
relevant data; neutral non-judgemental stance towards emerging 
content. 
Design flexibility Open to adapting inquiry as understanding changes; avoids rigid 
designs. 
Reflexive process Ongoing process of change as understanding of phenomenon 
emerges from data; this understanding then affects subsequent 
inquiry, which further affects understanding. 
 
3.3.2 Inductive analysis 
This research has used inductive reasoning. Induction begins with observations and 
builds toward general patterns (Patton, 1990, p. 44). This approach allowed for 
themes, categories, patterns and multiple interrelationships to emerge from the data 
analysed.  
 
A five-stage coding system consistent with an inductive approach was employed 
(Ruane, 2015; Silverman, 2011; Thomas, 2003). It followed these steps: 
1)  Primary and secondary data were analysed to discover patterns and themes 
emerging from the text; 
2) Categories were developed to group the data in accordance to the patterns and 
themes that were identified in step 1; 
3) The data was grouped in thematic categories and linkages to the literature 
explored in Chapter 2 were made; 
4) Revisions and refinements of the themes were made to reduce overlap and 
redundancy among the categories developed; and 
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5) The final stage consisted of the application of Banerjee and Bonnefous (2011) 
and Utting (2005) models, which were explored in the literature, to interpret 
the data. 
 
3.3.3 Qualitative data 
In the context of this study, qualitative data was collected. Three sources of data 
were gathered to produce an understanding of the phenomena investigated. The data 
was collected from forestry corporations’ web-based materials, interviews with 
ENGO participants and third-party commentators, and the researcher’s reflective 
journal. Each method will be further discussed in the data collection section of this 
chapter. 
 
3.3.4 Personal contact and insight 
While a part of this study draws on corporations’ web-based materials, gaining 
insight into the ENGOs’ perspectives and influences was achieved through direct 
personal contact with participants and third-party commentators. To form a rapport 
with the participants, the researcher decided that the most appropriate manner was to 
interact with them through a conversational and informal tone. This attitude allowed 
for a better understanding of their personal opinions and beliefs about sustainability 
reporting based on their interactions and observations in the forestry industry. In 
addition, the reflective stance taken in this study contributed to offering insight into 
the research focus through interactions with the participants and individual analysis 
of the forestry corporations’ web-based materials. Appendices A through G provide 
examples of the interview transcripts that were collected. 
 
3.3.5 Unique case orientation 
A contextual case study approach is useful when there is a need to understand a 
particular problem in its natural setting (Silverman, 2016; Sommer & Sommer, 
1991). According to Yin (2011) a case should be considered when any of the 
following exists:  
a. The focus of the study is to answer “how” and “why” questions; 
b. The researcher cannot manipulate the behaviour of those involved in the 
study; 
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c. The researcher wants to cover contextual conditions because you believe they 
are relevant to the phenomenon under study; or  
d. The boundaries are not clear between the phenomenon and context. 
In the context of this study, the focus was based on examining perspectives on 
sustainability reporting in the Australian forestry industry, particularly of 
environmental groups and third-party commentators. The researcher wanted to 
uncover the contextual conditions of the phenomena without manipulating the 
reality, but instead making sense of it from the perspectives of those involved 
directly in it. 
 
In qualitative forestry studies, a case study has been employed in the context of 
interactions between the forestry industry and ENGOs. For instance, Kourula (2010) 
used an embedded case of a global forest products corporation, Stora Enso, to 
explore business engagement with non-governmental organisations via interviews 
with the corporation’s employees. Lester and Hutchins (2012) used a case study to 
examine the influence of ENGOs’ on the Australian forestry industry through their 
use of media to expose social and environmental issues faced by corporations. 
 
The case of the Australian forestry industry is embedded with multiple units of 
analysis represented by ENGO participants and third-party commentators. The case 
study focuses on the interaction between the forestry industry and ENGOs. The 
involvement of the third-party commentators provided an independent view on the 
relationship between the industry and environmental organisations with regard to 
sustainability reporting. 
 
3.3.6 Empathetic neutrality 
According to Patton (1990), to be credible “a research strategy requires that the 
investigator adopts a stance of neutrality regarding the phenomenon under study” (p. 
55).  This means that the focus of the researcher is not to manipulate data in order to 
arrive at a particular conclusion, but to understand the multiple realties of the 
complex phenomenon without entering the field with pre-determined results. To 
produce credible data, various techniques have been used in this study. These 
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included drawing on multiple sources of data and developing interview questions that 
allowed participants to share their personal opinions on the research focus without 
influencing their answers. 
 
3.3.7 Design flexibility 
Qualitative research requires a high tolerance for ambiguity and uncertainty (Patton, 
1990, p. 62) possibly involving multiple methods and design flexibility. This study’s 
inductive nature allowed for flexibility during the data collection stage. As the 
researcher progressed in the fieldwork, she gradually developed an empathy with the 
data to understand the participants’ realities. Drawing on multiple sources of 
evidence, particularly reflective notes and interview data allowed the researcher to 
better understand how ENGOs view sustainability reports and what forms of 
strategies they implement to influence the disclosures and practices of forestry 
corporations. 
 
3.3.8 Reflexive process 
This research involved a reflexive process. The intention in the data collection stage 
was not to merely address the research questions but engage with the data to 
understand the meanings it brought to the corporate and stakeholder perspectives on 
sustainability reporting. The reflexive process also allowed the researcher to identify 
how the stakeholders, ENGOs in this case, employ certain strategies to impact the 
sustainability reporting and practices of corporations. 
 
The next section provides an overview of the qualitative data sources that were 
introduced in Section 3.3.3. The importance of each method to the nature of this 
research is identified. 
 
3.4 Data collection methods 
This study draws on secondary and primary data methods which include web-based 
materials, interviews and the researcher’s reflective journal. The documents were 
gathered to uncover the corporate perspective on sustainability reporting. The 
interview data was collected to reveal the stakeholder perspective. The reflective 
journal documented notes about the researcher’s interpretation of all the data, the 
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analysis approach and other elements of the study. All three methods are discussed in 
the following sub-sections. 
 
3.4.1 The corporate perspective through web-based materials 
The web is a popular information repository where content providers and end-users 
routinely publish and access documents online. Most corporations disclose company 
information through traditional media, such as, annual reports or through press 
releases (Cormier, Ledoux & Magnan, 2008, p. 2). According to Antonacopoulos 
and Hu (2003, p. 407), there are two broad categories of web-based materials: 
1) Those that are intended and designed as web services; and 
2) Those that are created as web publications where visual appearance to 
humans is critical. 
 
Corporate websites have become a useful medium for reporting (Ashbaugh, 
Johnstone & Warfield, 1999; Lymer, Debreceny, Manetti & Bellucci, 2016; Gray & 
Rahman, 1999). In addition to financial information (Craven & Marston, 1999; 
Debreceny & Gray, 1999; Gowthorpe & Amat, 1999; Ettredge, Richardson & 
Scholz, 2001), sustainability information has also been communicated via corporate 
websites. Research into the use of the web for sustainability communication 
increased through the early 1990s (Adam & Frost, 2004; Andrew, 2003; Campbell & 
Beck, 2004; Cormier & Magnan, 2003; Lodhia, 2014; Patten & Crampton, 2004). 
 
The web has allowed businesses to reconsider their reporting strategies in terms of 
flexibility, quantity and cost (Williams & Ho, 1999). The availability and extent of 
vast and varied archival data online gives rise to the need for automated examination 
of what corporations disclose to stakeholders (Antonacopoulos & Hu, 2003; Patten, 
Ren & Zhao, 2015; Silverman, 2011). Disclosures online allow business to interact 
with vast stakeholder groups, access public opinion and provide direct written 
dialogue about a variety of matters of the corporation’s features to collect 
information, monitor public opinion on issues, and proactively engage citizens in 
direct dialogue (Ruane, 2015; Silverman, 2011). 
 
In order to understand the messages being sent by forestry corporations to their 
stakeholders about their sustainability performance, annual reports, stand-alone 
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reports and sustainability policies that were available on the companies’ websites 
were examined for the period from January 2009 to June 2012. As justified in 
Chapter 1, the reason that 2009 was chosen as the beginning of the timeframe for the 
document analysis is because this was the period in which voluntary sustainability 
reporting practices became highly popular in the Australian forestry industry 
(Australian Forests, 2010). The ending period was June 2012 because the documents 
provided preliminary insight into the sustainability reporting of forestry corporations 
which informed the interview questions before entering into fieldwork in August 
2012. 
 
Table 3.2 summarises the type of data that was available online from each of the five 
trading forestry corporations. All corporations produced annual reports with only 
two, Gunns and PaperlinX producing additional stand-alone sustainability reports in 
line with voluntary sustainability-related policies they had developed. 
 
Table 3.2 Identification of archival data Jan. 2009 – June 2012 
 
Corporation  
 
Annual report 
 
Sustainability report 
 
Sustainability policy 
 
Gunns Limited Yes Yes Yes 
PaperlinX Limited Yes Yes Yes 
Papyrus Australia Limited Yes No No 
RuralAus Investments Limited Yes No No 
Tropical Forestry Services Corporation Yes No No 
 
3.4.2 The stakeholder perspective through interviews 
Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2000) explain that an interview is not simply concerned 
with collecting data about life, it is “part of life itself, its human embeddedness is 
inescapable” (p.267). Semi-structured interviews were conducted to ensure that the 
validity of the study was not jeopardised by relying greatly on what the participants 
share that may not directly link to the research questions. The interviews were 
scheduled for 45 minutes and were audio-taped. Questions were asked through a 
stem-plus-query technique (Cavana, Delahaye & Sekaran, 2001). This method allows 
for open ended questions which first give the participant a chance to understand the 
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topic before addressing the question. This way the participant understood the key 
area of discussion and had the time to reflect on their experiences and observations. 
 
Previous scholars on a global level have also adopted the interview method to 
explore sustainability reporting in the forestry industry. For instance, Bostrom & 
Hallstrom (2010) used interviews and review of secondary data as part of their 
research to examine NGOs, scientists, consultants and State officials influence on 
global social and environmental standard setting. Dare et al. (2011) adopted a case 
study approach using interviews to interact with forest managers, Government 
representatives and local communities in order to understand whether forestry 
certification enhances community engagement in plantation management. Also, 
Gordon et al. (2012) used in-depth interview method to examine the perceptions of 
internal and external stakeholder’s views on sustainability. 
 
Gray (2004), O’Leary (2010) and Patton (2000) identified that certain ethical issues 
need to be considered before collecting data from participants. First, the participants 
were given an explanation about the purpose of the research. Second, a risk 
assessment was undertaken to identify in what ways the interviews might put the 
participants at risk and how those risks can be resolved. A risk assessment was 
undertaken to ensure that the research did not place any participants at harm, 
discomfort and inconvenience (NHMRC, 2010). The participants were notified that 
at any point should they want to discontinue taking part in the study they could do so. 
A letter was sent to each of the participants for the interviews indicating the ethical 
consideration that would be provided during the data collection stage. Due to the 
sensitivity of data exchanged, the information gained from the participants in the 
interviews was stored in a safe location at Western Sydney University to ensure that 
the information gathered from individual participants was not accessed by a third-
party. Third, confidentiality was provided to participants which assured that the 
information they provided through the interviews was kept between them and the 
researcher. 
 
3.4.3 Interpretations of the data through researcher’s journal 
According to Harrison, MacGibbon and Morton (2001): 
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qualitative research is presented in ways that make it clear how the researcher’s own 
experiences, values, and positions of privilege in various hierarchies have influenced 
their research interests, the way they choose to do their research, and the ways they 
choose to represent their research findings (p. 325). 
Throughout the stages of the data collection and analysis process, the researcher kept 
comprehensive field notes which were documented in a journal. The entries 
contained three items. First, notes on discussions with the interviewees, prospective 
participants, progress and obstacles faced during the research, as well as meetings 
with doctoral supervisors. Second, a reflection was made on forming the thesis focus, 
theoretical lens, methodology and gaining access to participants. Third, the web-
based material findings were reflected upon to identify what the reports were telling 
the researcher about the corporate perspective on sustainability reporting. The final 
element consisted of reflections on the interpretation of the interview data and the 
meanings brought to the research focus from the stakeholders’ perspectives. 
 
The earliest entries included several ideas and reflections about the possibilities of 
methodological and theoretical approaches. Although some of the ideas at the initial 
stage were not pursued later, the researcher documented entries and those ideas that 
remained as being applicable to this study were incorporated into different chapters 
of the thesis. A major part of the reflective journal entries was based on ideas 
concerning the discussions with the interviewees. The notes kept included reflections 
about the approach to reach potential participants, the manner of asking the interview 
questions, and reflecting back on how the interviews actually went and how the 
researcher could improve her interviewing technique. The entries focusing on the 
activities with the interviewees together with the transcripts contributed to the 
analysis and discussion of the data. 
 
The way in which the secondary and primary data were analysed is discussed in the 
next section. 
 
3.5 Data analysis approach 
In this part of the discussion, the secondary and primary data analysis approach is 
provided. First, the way that the web-based materials were analysed is identified, and 
second, the steps undertaken to analyse the interviews are explained. 
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3.5.1 Analysis of web-based materials 
Web-document analysis was used to analyse the information in the reports available 
on the corporations’ websites. The documents were examined through the GRI report 
quality and content tests of the GRI G3 guidelines to analyse the information 
produced by the forestry corporations. 
 
The GRI framework provides extensive measures for report content and quality 
which form the basis for GRI rating and external auditing. Beyond its particular 
indicators, at the heart of the GRI is a commitment to eleven reporting principles 
consisting “materiality”, “stakeholder inclusiveness”, “auditability”, “completeness”, 
“relevance”, “sustainability context”, “accuracy”, “neutrality”, “comparability”, 
“clarity” and “timeliness”. Each of these elements has been paid attention to in this 
study as they have formed the analysis of the sustainability reports examined. 
 
The GRI G3 guidelines for analysing a report’s content have been summarised in 
Table 3.3 and are examined individually based on the four categories they are 
grouped in: “materiality”, “stakeholder inclusiveness”, “sustainability context” and 
“completeness”. 
 
3.5.1.1 Materiality 
Determining materiality for sustainability reporting includes considering economic, 
environmental, and social impacts that cross a threshold in affecting the ability to 
meet the needs of the present without compromising the needs of future generations 
(G3 Guidelines, 2006, p. 10). These material topics often have a significant financial 
impact in the short and long-term for a corporation and thus will be relevant for 
stakeholders’ decision making needs. A combination of internal and external factors 
are used to determine whether information is material; this included factors such as 
the corporation’s overall mission, competitive strategy, concerns expressed by 
participants and broader social expectations. 
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Table 3.3 Report content tests 
 
Content Tests 
 
Purpose 
 
Materiality Tests were undertaken to investigate whether the information being 
disclosed in corporation reports does in fact cover topics and indicators that 
reflect the corporation’s economic, environmental and social impacts. 
Stakeholder 
Inclusiveness 
Tests were undertaken to investigate the extent in which ENGOs have been 
regarded in the corporation’s reporting process. 
Sustainability 
Context 
Tests were conducted to investigate the extent to which the corporation 
reports present the corporation’s performance in a wider context of 
sustainability. 
Completeness Tests have been undertaken to investigate the extent of the material topics 
covered in the corporation’s report. 
 
3.5.1.2 Stakeholder inclusiveness 
Under the GRI guidelines, the reporting corporation should document its approach 
for identifying which stakeholders are engaged with, how and when it engages with 
them, and how engagement has influenced the report content and the corporation’s 
sustainability activities. With the focus being on providing accountability to 
stakeholders, a corporation will need to consider any conflicting views between the 
business and stakeholders or differing expectations, and will need to be able to 
explain how they have been responded to through disclosures (G3 Guidelines, 2006, 
p. 12). 
 
3.5.1.3 Sustainability context 
Under the sustainability context, the report should present the corporation’s 
performance in the wider context of sustainability. Information on performance 
should be placed in context. The underlying question of sustainability reporting is 
how a corporation contributes in the future, to the improvement or deterioration of 
economic, environmental, and social conditions, developments, and trends at the 
local, regional or on a global level. The corporation’s own sustainability and business 
strategy provide the context in which to discuss performance. The relationship 
between sustainability and the corporation’s strategy should be made clear as should 
the context in which performance is reported. 
 
3.5.1.4 Completeness 
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Completeness is based on the coverage of material topics and indicators and 
definitions of the report’s boundary should be sufficient to reflect significant 
economic, environmental and social impacts and enable stakeholders to assess the 
reporting corporation’s performance in the reporting period. This principle focuses 
on the dimension of scope, boundary and time. Scope refers to the range of 
sustainability topics covered in a report. In determining whether the information in 
the report is sufficient, the corporation should consider the results of stakeholder 
engagement that may not have surfaced directly through the engagement processes 
(G3 Guidelines, 2006, p. 14). 
 
The GRI G3 guidelines for analysing the report’s quality are summarised in Table 
3.4 and are explained based on six categories including: “balance”, “comparability”, 
“accuracy”, “timeliness”, “clarity” and “reliability”. 
 
3.5.1.5 Balance 
The quality balance principle is based on the report’s reflection of the positive and 
negative aspects of the corporation’s performance to enable a reasoned assessment of 
overall performance. The overall presentation of the report’s content should provide 
an unbiased picture of the reporting corporation’s performance. The report should 
avoid selections, omissions or presentation formats that are reasonably likely to 
inappropriately influence a decision or judgment by the report reader. 
 
3.5.1.6 Comparability 
Under the principle of comparability, information is selected, compiled and reported. 
Stakeholders using the report will need to be able to compare information reported 
on economic, environmental and social performance, its objective, and to the degree 
possible, against the performance of other corporations (G3 Guidelines, 2006, p. 16). 
The consistency of information being reported on the corporation’s performance 
allows internal and external parties to benchmark performance. The importance of 
this principle is to ensure that the information disclosed is both reliable and 
meaningful over time. 
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Table 3.4 Report quality tests 
 
Quality Tests 
 
Purpose 
 
Balance Tests were undertaken to investigate that the balance of the information 
being disclosed consisted of positive and negative aspects of the 
corporation’s performance. This test emphasizes the importance of 
favourable and unfavourable information being disclosed to stakeholders. 
Comparability Tests were undertaken to determine that the extent of the reported 
information had actually been presented in a manner that would enable 
stakeholders to analyse the corporation’s performance through supporting 
evidence. 
Accuracy Tests were undertaken to investigate the accuracy of the information being 
disclosed for stakeholders to assess the reporting corporation’s 
performance. 
Timeliness Tests were undertaken to investigate to what extent the corporation has 
disclosed information to their stakeholders under a regular schedule that 
could be accessed on a timely basis to allow them make useful business 
decisions. 
Reliability Tests were undertaken to investigate the extent of the information being 
reliable through the use of materiality testing. 
 
3.5.1.7 Accuracy 
This principle is based on the idea that the report should be accurate and detailed for 
stakeholders to assess the corporation’s sustainability performance. The accuracy of 
qualitative information is largely determined by the degree of clarity, detail and 
balance in presentation in the appropriate report boundary. By contrast, the accuracy 
of quantitative information may depend on the specific methods used to gather, 
compile and analyse data. The specific threshold of accuracy that is necessary will 
depend partly on the intended use of the information. 
 
3.5.1.8 Timeliness 
The usefulness of information is closely tied to whether the timing of its disclosure to 
stakeholders enables them to effectively integrate it into their decision-making. The 
timing of released information refers both to the regularity of reporting and its 
proximity to the actual events described in the report (G3 Guidelines, 2006, p. 18). 
Consistency in the frequency of disclosures and the length of reporting periods is 
necessary to ensure comparability of information over time and accessibility to 
stakeholders. 
 
Chapter 3 Data collection and analysis 
85 
 
3.5.1.9 Clarity 
The report should present information in a way that is understandable, accessible and 
usable by the corporation’s range of stakeholders. Information should be presented in 
a manner that is comprehensible to stakeholders who have a reasonable 
understanding of the corporation and its activities. Graphics and consolidated data 
tables can help make the information in the report accessible and understandable. 
 
3.5.1.10 Reliability 
The information and data included in a report should be supported by internal 
controls or documentation that could be reviewed by individuals other than those 
who prepared the report. Disclosures about performance that are not substantiated by 
evidence should not appear in a sustainability report unless they represent material 
information and the report provides unambiguous explanations of any uncertainties 
associated with the information. 
 
3.5.2 Analysis of interview data 
To engage with the gathered data that represents the stakeholder perspective, the 
literature explored in Chapter 2, specifically the work of Banerjee and Bonnefous 
(2011) and Utting (2005) was employed to interpret the themes emerging from the 
interview data. Table 3.5 outlines the major and sub-major themes underpinning the 
analysis. 
Table 3.5 Major themes from interview data 
 
Major theme 
 
Sub-major theme 
 
Relationships between industry and ENGOs 
 
Obstructive ENGOs  
Supportive ENGOs 
Perspectives on sustainability 
 
Accountability 
Audit assurance 
Legitimacy strategy  
ENGO influences on sustainability  Advocacy 
Eclectic 
 
3.5.2.1 Theme 1: Relationships between industry and ENGOs 
The first theme was developed to identify and understand the relationships between 
Australian forestry corporations with environmental groups when it comes to matters 
relating to sustainability reporting practices. The participants’ views on the forestry 
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industry influenced the components of this particular theme. The relationships 
between the two parties were either categorised as obstructive or supportive 
depending on their shared views on the industry and interactions. The components of 
this theme were designed from the work of Banerjee and Bonnefous (2011), which 
was discussed in Chapter 2 and will be further examined in Chapter 5 when the 
findings of the interviews are presented, analysed and interpreted. 
 
3.5.2.2 Theme 2: Perspectives on sustainability 
The second theme groups together the perspectives of the participants’ on 
sustainability disclosures made by forestry corporations. The theme pays attention to 
the possible reasons that motivate corporations to voluntarily report on their 
sustainability impact. The interview data draws attention to the perceptions which 
support the need for corporations to be held more accountable for their social and 
environmental performance. This perspective is supported by the need for mandatory 
third-party verification of sustainability reports. The data also suggests that the 
current disclosures made by corporations can be viewed as a legitimacy strategy to 
maintain corporate citizenship status and good reputation, particularly if legitimacy 
has been threatened. The components of this theme have emerged from both the data 
and literature explored in this study. 
 
3.5.2.3 Theme 3: ENGO influences on sustainability  
The third theme identifies the strategies that environmental groups adopt to 
effectively influence the Australian forestry industry’s sustainability reporting and 
practices through varied strategies. The interview data was grouped in a manner to 
differentiate between the strategies that were mentioned by both the participants 
affiliated to environmental organisations and third-party commentators, which 
consisted of academics, sustainability consultants and journalists. The work of Utting 
(2005) was the key contributors in developing the components of this theme. All of 
the three themes are further examined in Chapter 6 which provides a discussion on 
the data findings. 
 
Up to this point, the discussion has been about the type of research this is, the data 
collection methods and analysis. Next, the sample of the participants is discussed 
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along with background on the forestry corporations, ENGOs and third-party 
commentators. 
 
3.6 Framing the sample 
Purposive and snowballing sampling techniques were applied to identify the forestry 
corporations, participants from ENGOs and third-party commentators. The process 
for this is identified in the following sub-sections. Background on the participants is 
also presented. 
 
3.6.1 Forestry corporations 
Purposive sampling approach was applied to identify the forestry corporations. The 
chosen corporations in this case consisted of all those operating as actively trading on 
the ASX as at February 2012, the first year that this study was conducted. In total 
there were five corporations, which were Gunns Limited (Gunns), PaperlinX Limited 
(PaperlinX), Papyrus Australia Limited (Papyrus), RuralAus Investments Limited 
(RuralAus) and Tropical Forestry Services Corporation (TFS). 
 
It is noted that two of these corporations, PaperlinX and RuralAus Investments went 
through a change in the structure of their operations which also involved a new 
business name after 2012. However, in this study they are both referred to by the 
names which they held at the initial stages the research was undertaken. 
 
An overview for each of the five corporations is provided in this section of the 
chapter. The discussion is set out in a manner to detail business operations and any 
engagements or conflicts that have occurred between the corporations and ENGOs 
with regard to sustainability issues over the years. 
 
3.6.1.1 Gunns Limited 
Gunns is an Australian owned business established in Tasmania in 1875. The 
corporation managed 200,000 hectares of plantation forests which was divided into 
150,000 hectares of hardwood in Tasmania and 50,000 of radiata pine softwood in 
Green Triangle regions of South Australia and Victoria (About Gunns, 2011). 
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The corporation attracted ENGO attention in June 2003 when its executive chairman 
had a meeting with the deputy premier in Hobart to propose a pulp mill project 
known as the Tamar Valley Pulp mill (The Examiner, 2012). The proposal was 
strongly opposed by ENGOs, particularly those operating in Tasmania. This was 
because the mill required logging of native forests which has been a key 
sustainability cause of environmental groups in the industry and Gunns’ project was 
viewed as environmentally unsustainable (Austin, 2007; Flanagan, 2007; Oosting, 
2007). 
 
In December 2005, several anti-pulp mill rallies were held in Launceston’s Albert 
Hall with an estimate of 2500 people voicing their concerns about the project (The 
Examiner, 2012). However, their approach was not welcomed by Gunns as they felt 
that these environmental stakeholders were ruining their business reputation and 
threatening their legitimacy. As a result of the clash between Gunns and ENGOs’ 
views on the proposed mill, Gunns launched legal action against 20 conservationists, 
including Australian Greens leader, Senator Bob Brown. (TWS, 2012; ACF, 2012). 
 
Despite the opposition of ENGOs towards the mill project, in October 2004, the 
government released guidelines for the Resource and Development Commission to 
conduct a review of the Gunns mill and approval was given by Parliament in July 
2011 to start the project (Ogilvie, 2011; PPI Environment, 2011; The Examiner, 
2012). The approval for the mill caused greater conflicts between the corporation and 
ENGOs until late August 2012 when Gunns reported a net loss of more than $900 
million dollars and in September 2012 announced to the ASX that it would enter into 
voluntary administration (Butler, 2012; Denholm, 2012; Flanagan, 2012). The cause 
for the loss made by Gunns was due to issues relating to poor corporate governance 
and management of business practices (Edwards, 2013). 
 
In late August 2015, the corporation’s liquidators, PPB Advisory took legal action 
against 70 creditors to recover millions of dollars that they were paid by the 
corporation when Gunns became insolvent (Clark, 2016; Ross, 2015). The collapse 
of the corporation impacted a range of financial and non-financial stakeholders in the 
forestry industry. 
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3.6.1.2 PaperlinX Limited 
PaperlinX has been distributing paper in Australia since 1939 and has undergone a 
period of growth through acquisitions of corporations around the globe including 
Australia, Europe and New Zealand. Its headquarters is located in Victoria and this 
corporation was first listed on the ASX in 2000 when it demerged from a 
multinational packaging corporation known as Amcor (PaperlinX Company History, 
2011). The corporation has raised the interest of environmentalists such as the 
Victorian Rainforest Network and The Wilderness Society for the conversion of 
native forests into woodchips at its Maryvale pulp mill. The logging of native forests 
from Victoria’s Central Highlands and Gippsland has meant that water supply 
catchments in those areas have been reduced, and this impacts the habitat of species 
threatened with extinction such as Baw Baw Frogs and Tiger Quoll (The Wilderness 
Society, 2004). 
 
ENGOs have posed questions about PaperlinX’s manufacturing of Reflex photocopy 
paper which has contained pulp from Indonesia’s rainforests that have been in 
decline (The Sunday Morning Herald, 2004). Environmental concerns were further 
raised on an international level through the Green Grades 2009 report prepared by 
US-based ENGO groups known as the Dogwood Alliance and Forest Ethics. The 
report claimed that PaperlinX did not have sufficient policy in place to identify 
whether its paper products originate from endangered forests (Morris, 2009). 
 
Further, in late 2015, PaperlinX changed its name to Spicers after the corporation 
announced a $90.8 million dollars of half year loss due to the collapse of its 
operations in the European division (The Australian Business Review, 2015). While 
the corporation now has a smaller geographic footprint, its chairman has made a 
public statement to indicate that the business has a profitable platform from which 
strategies will be implemented to become a broader wholesale and distribution 
business (White, 2015). 
 
3.6.1.3 Papyrus Australia Limited 
Papyrus was established in South Australia in the year 1995. Its operations involve 
converting waste trunk of banana palm into alternatives to forest wood products to be 
used in paper, packing, furniture, building and other industries (About Papyrus, 
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2011). In 2005, Papyrus was listed on the ASX with an initial issue of 20 million 
shares (McCaskill, 2012). In October 2010, Papyrus was awarded the ‘Innovation of 
the Year’ by the BPN Sustainability awards. The director for Building Designers 
Australia and BPN judge said: 
not only does the Papyrus technology turn a waste product into a high-value material 
with so many applications, but it does so in a way that provides the economic 
opportunities for low-income banana growers to be on equal footing with other 
players in the market. Papyrus opens the doors to equitable global development 
(Dennis Rutzou Public Relations, 2010). 
 
The corporation has been known by environmental groups for its renewable 
sustainability friendly practices and has maintained a good corporate image in the 
public. From an ENGO perspective, the corporation has been described as “taking 
abundant waste products and making paper in an economical process that uses no 
chemicals, no water, and about 1 per cent of the energy conventionally used (Hope 
Australia, 2012). 
 
More recently, Papyrus has successfully obtained government grants to assist in the 
commercialisation of Papyrus technology in the overseas market which will allow for 
business growth (Australian Government Grants, 2015). 
 
3.6.1.4 RuralAus Investments Limited 
Formerly known as Australian Growth, the corporation went into administration in 
June 2003, less than twelve months after being listed on the ASX (Beyer, 2005). Two 
years later, the business was restructured and re-listed under the name of RuralAus in 
2005. RuralAus wholly owns portfolio of hardwood and softwood plantation of 
uncleared and cleared agricultural land on Kangaroo Island of South Australia 
(About RuralAus, 2011). In 2011, the corporation undertook a feasibility study 
which examined power plant usage of planation timber as a fuel to provide a 
potentially clean energy solution (Proactive Investors, 2011). The study was 
supported by the South Australian government as the outcome of the research aimed 
to provide information on how employment could be strengthened and economic 
input on the island (Austin, 2011). 
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In July 2013, the corporation changed its name from RuralAus to Kangaroo Island 
Planation Timber Ltd. Under its new name and management team, the business was 
formed to manage Timber Creek Mill and 9000 hectares of pine and blue gum 
planation on Kangaroo Island (Fairfax Media, 2013). 
 
This particular forestry corporation has not attracted criticism from ENGOs for its 
sustainability practices as it predominantly focuses on the management of plantation 
rather than logging of native forests. 
 
3.6.1.5 Tropical Forestry Services Corporation 
TFS is a Western Australian corporation with over fifteen years of experience in both 
cultivation of Indian Sandalwood and distillation of oil (TFS Investor Presentation, 
2012). The corporation currently owns Indian Sandalwood plantations in the 
Northern Territory, Ord Valley in Western Australia and Burdekin region of 
Queensland (Curtain, 2015). In 2009, its executive chairman made a statement about 
the business’s vision of “being the world’s largest processor and distributor of Indian 
and Australian Sandalwood oil, operating at high standards of environmental and 
corporate social responsibility” (Lawson, 2009). Further, the sustainability 
commitment that TFS holds is described on the business website as “working 
towards best practices in climate, community and biodiversity to deliver long term 
returns to shareholders” (About TFS, 2011). 
 
While the corporation has not attracted the attention of ENGOs in the media for its 
social and environmental commitments, the description given of sustainability on its 
website seems to suggest that TFS embraces a shareholder primacy rather than a 
multi-stakeholder approach which would consider the information needs of both 
financial and non-financial users. However, the corporation has worked with 
Aboriginal communities in Eastern Goldfields, particularly those at Coonana and 
Kutkabubba, which have been trying to obtain licenses for business developments 
and access to wood (TFS Submission to Western Australia Government, 2012, p. 3). 
In 2015, TFS announced that it has made a full year after-tax profit of $113 million 
dollars due to the fall in Australian currency (Curtain, 2015) and is currently still 
trading. 
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As seen from the background overview of the forestry corporations, each one is at a 
different phase in terms of sustainability achievements, challenges, and conflicts with 
environmental groups. According to the House of Representatives Standing 
Committee on Agriculture, Resources, Fisheries and Forestry, the future of the 
forestry industry should consist of: 
engaging flexibly and constructively with environmental groups and stakeholders 
alike to ensure that it [referring to the corporation] adequately addresses concerns 
and builds support (Commonwealth of Australia, 2011, Section 5.28). 
 
3.6.2 The ENGO participants 
Participants from six ENGOs operating in Australia have taken part in this study. 
The organisations they were affiliated to include the Australian Forests and Climate 
Alliance (AFCA), Friends of the Earth Australia (FoE), Greenpeace Pacific (GPAP), 
South East Region Conservation Alliance (SERCA), The Wilderness Society 
Australia (TWS), and World Wildlife Fund Australia (WWF). The participants were 
initially identified on the Australian Network of Environmental Defenders (EDO) 
website through a purposive sampling approach (Silverman, 2011). The criteria 
applied to identify them was through a selection of all those organisations with a 
primary national sustainability cause in the forestry industry. As a result, seven 
environmental groups were identified. Those organisations were known as, The 
Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF), AFCA, FoE Australia, GPAP, SERCA, 
TWS Australia and WWF Australia. I was able to interview a participant from six of 
these organisations, excluding ACF as there was no participant that wanted to take 
part of this study from this organisation. Table 3.6 identifies the organisation the 
participants were affiliated to and the position they held. The organisations’ history, 
resources and involvement in government policies is presented in this section to 
identify their sustainability objective and influences in the Australian forestry 
industry. 
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Table 3.6 ENGOs’ interviewee details 
ENGO Position held by participant 
Australian Forest and Climate Alliance (AFCA) Forestry campaign  coordinator 
Friends of the Earth Australia (FoE) Campaigns coordinator 
Greenpeace Australia Pacific (GPAP) Media advisor 
South East Region Conservation Alliance (SERCA) Co-convenor 
The Wilderness Society (TWS) Forestry campaigner 
World Wildlife fund Australia (WWFA) Sustainable forestry manager 
 
3.6.2.1 Australian Forest and Climate Alliance 
AFCA was formed in Canberra, Australia on 29 January 2009 (AFCA History, 
2013). The purpose of its formation was to develop a common voice for 
environmental organisations to influence the government and the industry to 
safeguard native forests for biodiversity, water, climate and wildlife purposes. The 
organisation’s vision is described as “putting an immediate end to clearing, industrial 
scale logging and wood-chipping of native forests (deforestation and degradation) 
will make a critical contribution to mitigating climate change and will protect 
biodiversity, water and natural ecosystems in Australia” (AFCA Vision and Policy 
Principles, 2009, p. 1). AFCA’s resource is its networks with the industry, 
government and members of the community (About AFCA, 2012). The 
organisation’s campaigns rely on individual donations. The organisation does not 
receive government or corporate funding (About AFCA, 2013). AFCA has 34 
environmental organisations as its members (AFCA Members, 2013) which are: 
 Bellingen Environment Centre  GECO 
 Blue Mountains Conservation Society  Greenlivingpedia 
 Bob Brown Foundation  Healesville Environment Watch 
 Canberra Forest Alliance  Knitting Nanas of Toolangi 
 Chip-stop  Logan and Albert Conservation Association 
 Chip-buster  Markets for Change 
 Climate Action Canberra  My Environment Inc. 
 Climate Action Coffs Harbour  Nature Conservation Council NSW 
 Climate Action Hobart  Naturenet.org 
 Coastwatchers  Native Rule 
 Conservation Council of Western 
Australia 
 National Parks Association NSW 
 Conservation Council ACT Region 
Inc. 
 North Coast Environment Centre 
 Environment Tasmania  South East Region Conservation Alliance 
 Environment East Gippsland  Southeast Forest Rescue 
 Florentine Protection Society  Still Wild Still Threatened 
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The organisations that are members of AFCA all have a sustainability objective in 
forestry and climate-related issues through state and local levels with few having a 
national focus as well (such as SERCA). 
 
In terms of sustainability policies that aim to enhance corporate reporting, AFCA is 
an active member of the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) forestry certification 
body in Australia (FSC Australia Members, 2013). The importance for forestry 
corporations to obtain forestry certification, in particularly, the FSC standards is 
described as essential for forestry corporations by AFCA as it “demonstrate to 
consumers that socially responsible, economically viable and environmentally 
appropriate practise are being used on the wood products they purchase. AFCA 
support the objects of FSC Australia, as well as the its Principles and Criteria for 
responsible forest management and see it as a stepping stone to better management 
practices in Australia” (AFCA, 2013). 
 
In November 2010, AFCA sent letters to the Minister for Environment, Minister for 
Forestry and Minister for Climate Change in support of the Regional Forest 
Agreement (RFA) in Tasmania which was developed by individuals from the 
forestry industry, government and ENGOs to form agreements on how native forests 
should be safeguarded. The position taken by AFCA with regard to the forestry 
industry’s sustainability practice is that: 
forest logging industry [referring to native logging] should transition to plantation 
wood and paper products…The Australian Government has a critical role in 
overseeing the legislated protection of native forests, and a legislated rapid transition 
of industrial commodity logging out of native forests toward a plantation-based 
resource (AFCA Campaigns, 2013). 
 
The coordinator for forestry campaigns from AFCA provided knowledge about how 
sustainability reports are perceived by ENGOs and the strategies applied to influence 
sustainability reporting and corporate practice in this study. 
 
3.6.2.2 Friends of the Earth Australia 
In 1972 at Adelaide University, FoE Australia was established with a focus on 
campaigning on issues such as pollution, waste, and the French nuclear tests in the 
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Pacific (FoE Australia, 2011). In 1992, FoE Melbourne Forest Network experienced 
intense campaigning to protect Victoria’s forests, especially native, and the battle to 
meet this sustainability cause has continued till present (Chain Reaction, 2015). One 
of its major sustainability movements was the formation of the “Barmah-Millewa 
Collective” in the late 2000 which was a commitment made by the FoE to the 
indigenous people of Yorta Yorta to campaign against the logging and grazing of the 
Barmah-Millewa forests (FoE Forests, 2012). 
 
FoE Australia tends to use campaigns, lobbying and research activities to achieve its 
sustainability objective. Its resources come from donations, merchandise and 
bequests, with no government or corporate funding (FoE Structure, Governance and 
Funding, 2012). A way in which this organisation influences sustainability reporting 
in the forestry industry has been through its membership and involvement in the FSC 
certification body (FSC Australia Members, 2013). However, when it comes to 
influencing government policy in the forestry industry, FoE Australia has raised 
concerns about the development of RFAs, particularly those in the state of Victoria. 
The perspective taken by this organisation is that the federal government’s 
environmental powers are transferred to the state government which amends and 
greatly influences the RFA process, and this places uncertainty about how threatened 
species and iconic forests would be protected under these RFA plans (Dela-Rosa 
Yoon, 2013). 
 
Out of the five forestry corporations examined in this study, Gunns has been the one 
that FoE Australia has been vocal about in its media releases. FoE Australia has 
described Gunns as a “giant bully” that has not been open to democracy or 
environmental stakeholder engagement. In 2004, Gunns proceeded with a lawsuit 
against 20 stakeholders that were affiliated to NGOs (including GPAP and FoE 
Australia), environmental activists and Senator Bob Brown (the case is referred to as 
the Gunns 20). When the lawsuit battle started between environmental groups and 
the corporation, FoE Australia made the following statement: 
On 13th December 2004 Gunns, the world’s biggest exporter of hardwood 
woodchips, served a writ against 20 organisations and individuals, including The 
Wilderness Society of Australia and Senator Bob Brown, the leader of the Australian 
Green Party. Gunns is accusing them of interfering in its business interests and is 
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seeking $6.3 million in damages. We stand shoulder to shoulder with our Australian 
NGO colleagues to oppose this shameful writ and we demand that Gunns withdraws 
it. We believe that responsible companies who respect the role of civil society in 
protecting the environment will firmly oppose this law suit. We therefore call on 
Gunns major shareholders and Japanese customers to condemn it and make it clear 
that they fully support the democratic right of communities, NGO’s and politicians 
to peacefully oppose environmentally and socially destructive activity (FoE 
Australia, 2004). 
 
The reason for the lawsuit against the 20 ENGOs and individuals was because 
Gunns’ perceived their campaigns and protests against its Tamar Valley mill to be 
negatively impacting its corporate reputation, profit and job losses. Individuals from 
TWS Australia and FoE Australia were mainly impacted in the lawsuit. Commenting 
on the Gunns 20 case, TWs Australia disclosed a media release which outlined the 
following: 
Gunns continues to pursue individuals with limited assets and a small grassroots 
organisation based in the south of Tasmania… Our understanding is that they have 
already spent around $3 million on the case, and it can be expected they will spend 
millions more taking this case to trial. It is obvious that this incredibly wealthy 
company will stop at nothing to halt opposition to its logging of Tasmania’s forest. 
In pursuing this case through to trial, Gunns are telling the world they want history 
to remember them in the same way - as giant corporate bullies who used all their 
might to try and silence those who were prepared to stand up for their beliefs (FoE 
Australia, 2009a). 
 
The Gunns 20 lawsuit was settled in 2009 and Louise Morris, FoE Australia’s 
Climate Campaigner and Gunns 20 defendant shared her perspective on the ordeal in 
a media release stating that: 
this lawsuit comes four years after Gunns Ltd issued the now infamous Gunns 20 
lawsuit in 2004 against twenty individuals and organisations in response their efforts 
to protect Tasmania’s native forests. It is clear the desire to protect Tasmania’s 
forests has not diminished…The use of such harsh legal tactics does nothing to 
improve the company’s standing in the eyes of socially responsible investors and the 
wider community. We stand by Tasmanians’ desire to protect their precious native 
forests (FoE Australia, 2009b). 
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The campaigns coordinator from FoE Australia took part in this study to express a 
perspective on sustainability reporting and the strategies ENGOs implement to 
influence the forestry industry. 
 
3.6.2.3 Greenpeace Australia Pacific 
GPAP was established in 1977 with the mission to expose corporate sustainability 
malpractice by campaigns to force solutions by industries and government (About 
GPAP, 2011). In the forestry context, its sustainability objective has been to put an 
end to illegal logging at an international level, specifically in Papua New Guinea 
(PNG). In 2004, campaigns were developed by this environmental group urging the 
Australian government to introduce laws to stop the importation of illegal timber, 
especially from PNG (GPAP Campaigns, 2011). 
 
To meet its sustainability objective, this ENGO supports better law enforcement that 
encourages forestry corporations to meet the FSC standards (Farley, 2002). GPAP is 
a member of the FSC body and has provided support to enhance the standards (FSC 
Australia Members, 2013). In 2014, Greenpeace International published a series of 
case studies highlighting the strengths and challenges of the FSC certification 
scheme (FSC, 2014). The resources for operations come from donations from the 
community and the organisation does not take government or corporate funding 
(GPAP FAQs, 2011). 
 
GPAP has not been as vocal about the conflicts that have existed between ENGOs 
and the forestry industry as Greenpeace International. Greenpeace Japan became 
very vocal about Gunns’ actions towards ENGOs and its native logging pulp mill 
plans. In 2004 Greenpeace Japan conducted a "cyber-action" asking people to call on 
Nippon Paper Industries, Oji Paper Co. and the Australian government through an e-
mail campaign for ancient forest protection. So far, more than 11,000 mails have 
been delivered from around the world (Greenpeace International, 2004). In 2005, 
Greenpeace International made a statement about its perspective on the increased 
conflicts between ENGOs and Gunns in the Australian forestry industry. A media 
release by Greenpeace International stated: 
On 13th December 2004 Gunns, the world´s biggest exporter of hardwood 
woodchips, served a writ against 20 organisations and individuals, including The 
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Wilderness Society of Australia and Senator Bob Brown, the leader of the Australian 
Green Party. Gunns is accusing them of interfering in its business interests and is 
seeking 3.8 million Euros in damages. We stand shoulder to shoulder with our 
Australian NGO colleagues to oppose this shameful writ and we demand that Gunns 
withdraws it (Greenpeace International, 2005). 
At the present, GPAP has more of a global view on forestry issues, especially those 
in PNG. This environmental group has not been vocal on the Regional Forest 
Agreements (RFAs) developments between the industry, Government and 
environmental groups in the Australian context. However, a media advisor from 
GPAP was able to share a view on sustainability-related issues in the forestry 
context. 
 
3.6.2.4 South East Region Conservation Alliance 
SERCA was formed in September 2005 by environmental activists and concerned 
community members on the South Coast of NSW. The forestry sustainability cause 
held by members of this organisation is to put a stop to logging of native forests 
(Somerset, 2012). The members include the Bega Environment Network, Chip-stop, 
The Coastwatchers Association, Colong Foundation for Wilderness, Forest Media, 
Friends of Durras, Gulaga Protection Group, National Parks Association, Far South 
Coast Branch, Natural Native Forests, South East Forest Rescue and Yurangalo 
(Conservation Council ACT Region, 2013). 
 
As identified in section 3.6.2.1, SERCA is a member of AFCA and relies on forming 
alliances with other ENGOs, as well as, direct confrontation with the forestry 
industry to meet its sustainability cause. In terms of the FSC certification system, 
SERCA is not a member of the FSC Australia and had questioned the FSC process 
back in 2012 when it was asked by the Boral Timber Fibre Exports (BTFE) and Soil 
Association to take part in BTFE wood-related risk assessment. SERCA’s main 
concern with this is that the FSC process should involve the consultation of ENGOs 
in order for the certification to be obtained by a corporation, which did not exist in 
this case. In a joint statement with other ENGOs, SERCA described the situation as: 
BTFE currently export more than 200,000 tonnes of woodchips a year, with the 
potential for increase. After more than a year of failed attempts to adequately be 
consulted, and meaningfully participate in the assessment of risk associated with the 
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logging of high conservation values, we are no longer confident that the FSC 
process, or the Soil Association and its client BTFE have the capacity to protect 
forests that may be affected by controlled wood under the FSC scheme (SERCA 
Letter of Repudiation of BTFE, 2012, p. 1). 
 
In terms of government policies, SERCA has expressed a concern about the RFAs 
developed in the hope of having consensus between the industry and ENGOs about 
how Australian forests are to be protected. In September 2009, SERCA contended 
that the RFA process was flawed and that scientists, conservationists and the 
Aboriginal community became increasingly concerned when political decisions were 
made which ignored the viewpoints of science and culturally-based Ecologically 
Sustainable Development (SERCA Submission to RFA Review, 2009). The RFA 
“negotiations” were also perceived as “satisfying the processes of conflict 
resolution” and not the actual outcomes of protecting native forests in Australia 
(SERCA Submission to RFA Review, 2009). SERCA’s spokesperson Harriett Swift 
stated:  
holding the forests hostage to a bunch of obnoxious provisions, including 
‘durability’ requirements to silence voices telling environmental truths to buyers and 
to halt forest protests, is an attack on civil liberties...If the new law was genuinely 
aimed at balancing conservation outcomes and a sustainable industry, public scrutiny 
and comment about what it contains would be no threat to it (Meacher, 2013). 
 
ENGO resources come from alliances with environmental groups, individuals in the 
community who share the same sustainability concerns as the organisation (Groups 
Joining SERCA, 2015). For the purpose of this study, a convenor for SERCA shared 
perspectives on sustainability in the forestry context. 
 
3.6.2.5 The Wilderness Society Australia 
TWS Australia commenced operations in Tasmania in the year 1976 (TWS 
Australia, 2011a). This organisation’s overall objective is to protect, promote and 
restore the wilderness natural process across Australia for the survival of life on earth 
(TWS Australia, 2012). Based on the information released on the TWS Australia 
website, this ENGO uses government processes and legal systems to ensure their 
sustainability objectives are met should a corporation not respond to their concerns. 
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As quoted on TWS Australia’s website, “Do not be fooled the government would 
save the environment, they will be dragged, kicking and screaming to the right 
decision” (TWS Australia, 2012). TWS uses strategies such as, preparing 
submissions to government on sustainability issues they want addressed, promoting 
news and improved laws to protect the environment, using litigation if a corporation 
or the government does not comply with those laws. Lobbying politicians and other 
decision makers is also a strategy used by the organisation to meet its sustainability 
objectives (TWS Australia, 2012). This is done by visiting and speaking with 
members of Parliament, industry representatives and NGO events.   
 
Protection of native forests on a national and state level is TWS Australia’s primary 
sustainability objective in the forestry industry. In order to meet this cause, the 
ENGO uses a variety of strategies such as campaigns exposing negative 
environmental practices of businesses through media, collaborations with other 
environmental groups with alike objective and providing educational workshops to 
members of the community and corporations on social and environmental issues 
(TWS Australia, 2011a). The resources that this organisation relies on for survival 
include donations, public fundraising, bequests, and online retail sales and 
merchandise (TWS Australia Governance and Structure, 2012). 
 
TWS Australia is a member of the FSC Australia body (FSC Australia Members, 
2013). In 2015, a statement was made by the National Forest Manager which 
suggested that: 
The major strength of FSC is its commitment to collaboration. Forestry companies, 
nature conservationists, retailers, worker representatives, traditional owners, local 
communities, and other stakeholders all working together in the pursuit of common 
goals is a fascinating and ground breaking enterprise. While not all stakeholders 
always agree and there are bumps along the road, what FSC provides is a place to 
have the big discussions about how best to look after our forests (FSC, 2015). 
 
In terms of this ENGOs’ relationship with forestry corporations, Gunns appeared to 
be the one of five forestry corporations examined about which this organisation has 
released media information. A majority of the discussion about Gunns based on how 
TWS has opposed to the corporation’s proposed Tamar Valley mill, which had been 
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described as destructive for the future of native forests in Australia. On 14 July, 
2009, TWS released an article on its website about its views on the issues relating to 
Gunns’ sustainability practices and use of native forests. The following emotive 
statements were made to make the organisation’s stance clear: 
The Wilderness Society is attending the conference to explain the case for reform of 
companies like Gunns. It is essential to change poor governance practices of 
companies like Gunns from bad to good…The ongoing logging of Tasmania's 
world-class native forests by Gunns has to stop immediately if we are to have any 
chance off heading of dangerous climate change. Gunns continues to base its 
business on the destruction of Tasmania’s precious native forests, which are a vital 
solution for climate change (TWS Australia, 2009). 
 
While multiple strategies were applied by TWS Australia to stop Gunns from 
logging native forests, one involved targeting the corporation’s potential supplier, a 
Swedish company known as Södra. In an online media release, TWS Australia stated 
that: 
Tassie’s native forests to feed the pulp mill was not an option.  More than 4,000 
supporters signed our online action to Södra prompting them to release a statement 
making it clear that any involvement it has with Gunns Ltd's pulp mill would only 
occur if 100% Forest Stewardship Council certified, plantation timber is 
used…Gunns has also not acquired FSC certification which is a crucial requirement 
of Södra’s. To get full FSC certification Gunns would have to end their destruction 
of Tasmania’s irreplaceable forests including old growth and rainforest (TWS 
Australia, Gunns Planned Destructive Vain Attempt to Avoid Reform, 2009). 
 
In 2010, TWS Australia made a statement suggesting that in order for Gunns to 
achieve full accreditation under the FSC certification scheme, it “would have to end 
their destruction of Tasmania’s irreplaceable forests including old growth [native] 
(TWS Australia, 2010a).  In that same year, Gunns CEO stepped down and TWS 
Australia saw this move as a positive turn for the business in terms of its 
sustainability practices. A media released on TWS Australia’s site made the 
following statement about this change: 
Mr Gay severing all ties with Gunns reflects the reality that only a change in 
direction away from the company's old business practices and native forest 
destruction…This also represented a historic turning point for forestry in Tasmania 
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and other parts of Australia Gunns operated…A new Board of Gunns presents an 
historic opportunity to end the conflict over forestry in Tasmania (TWS Australia, 
2010b). 
 
When it comes to government policy, TWS Australia has viewed the RFA process as 
needing more engagement with the voice of ENGOs than amendments being made 
by the state government in the process of development of plans to protect native 
forests around Australia. A comment publicly shared on the organisation’s website 
expressing the ENGO’s perspective on this matter is: 
if you want proof that the Regional Forest Agreements have everything to do with 
forest clear-felling and wood chipping, and nothing to do with science or community 
aspirations, then you need look no further than the recently signed Western 
Australian Regional Forest Agreement as an example (TWS Australia, 2015a). 
The need for engagement between forestry corporations, ENGOs, indigenous people 
and other stakeholders working towards a common sustainability cause is of 
importance to TWS Australia. For this reason, the FSC standards are favoured as the 
most appropriate certification scheme for forestry corporations to obtain as they are 
designed through a multi-stakeholder approach, including environmental groups 
(TWS Australia, 2015b). 
 
In this study, the forestry campaigner from TWS was able to provide an opinion on 
sustainability reporting from an ENGO perspective and the strategies that have been 
implemented by them to meet their sustainability objectives in the forestry industry. 
 
3.6.2.6 World Wildlife Fund Australia 
The office of WWF Australia was established in June, 1978 in Sydney with only 
three staff members working at an old factory and having a budget for first year 
operations of $80,000 (About WWF Australia, 2011a). This ENGO has been at the 
forefront of campaigning in Australia to change legislation and policies to protect the 
environment and biodiversity, as well as pushing for a greater public investment to 
safeguard natural assets (WWF, 2012a). WWF has also engaged in partnerships with 
the indigenous communities, locally communities, businesses and nature programs to 
meet its sustainability objective. 
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WWF works towards specific causes which include biodiversity, wildlife and habitat, 
Australian priority places, oceans and marines, forest, and protected areas (WWF, 
2012b). Under its forest campaign section, WWF states that the organisation works 
towards ending illegal logging and lobbying that exists in Australia due to the high 
demand for timber, paper and other products such as packaging (WWF, 2012c). 
WWF also promotes the need for responsible forestry and trade, as well as 
encouraging organisations to use Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification to 
ensure that products they purchase are made using sustainability practices. 
 
In 2005, WWF Australia developed the Australian Forest and Trade Network with its 
sustainability objective being the formation of partnerships with the industry, 
government and other environmental groups to promote responsible purchasing of 
timber products and elimination of illegal native logging at a national and 
international level (WWF Australia, 2011a).  
 
This ENGO is a member of the FSC certification body (FSC Australia Members, 
2013). In 2007, WWF Australia released a media article about its disappointment 
with the federal forestry minister’s comments at a conference on his critical 
perspective towards the FSC, yet praising the AFS standards. ENGOs perceive the 
AFS standards to be designed by the industry for its people and lacking ENGO 
engagement. A statement made by WWF Australia said that: 
The Federal Forestry Minister, Senator Eric Abetz spent half his speech to the 
Australian Forest Growers (AFG) conference in Tasmania last year attacking 
FSC…Yet, while the Tasmanian senator has been so critical of FSC, he has praised, 
without qualification, the Australian Forestry Standard, whose first certificate 
recipients included the Tasmanian company Gunns…In considering his cabinet 
reshuffle, the Prime Minister needs to consider whether he is happy to leave federal 
forest policy log jammed in Tasmania or reinvigorate this policy area and show 
leadership for the rest of Australia (WWF Australia, Forest Policy Needs a National 
Prism, 2007). 
 
WWF Australia works with businesses to promote the FSC eco-label and increase 
certification under this scheme. However, when it comes to government policies, 
WWF Australia has not been as vocal through the media about the RFA process but 
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has held the view that tax incentives and subsidies through the RFAs could hold 
corporations more accountable for their purchase and management and conversion of 
native forests to plantations (WWF Australia, 2005; WWF Australia, 2011b). This 
perspective on policy is consistent with how the FSC is viewed by the organisation. 
WWF Australia stands by the view that corporations obtaining FSC standards 
certification should ensure that the products they purchase are reported to be made 
from sustainability managed forests. This perspective is expressed as: 
If you [referring to corporations] stop buying illegally produced timber or timber 
that comes from forests that are badly managed, then the suppliers will have no 
choice but to change. Without the FSC label, timber may well stem from illegal or 
questionable sources (WWF Australia Forestry Certification, 2013). 
 
The manager for sustainable forestry provided insights about the current 
sustainability practices in the forestry industry and the relationship between 
corporations and ENGOs. 
 
Through interactions with the participants working at all six ENGOs, the researcher 
began to ask them whether there would be other stakeholders who may have an 
understanding of the relationship between environmental groups and the forestry 
industry. Some of the participants were able to direct me to third-party commentators 
consisting of academics, journalists and sustainability consultants. Even though the 
focus of this study is on the ENGO perspective and influences on sustainability, the 
purpose of involving a third-party perspective was for a particular reason. The 
researcher acknowledges that all of the participants in this study were subjective in 
their perceptions (just like all other research) about sustainability reporting and the 
forestry industry. However, the involvement of the third-party commentators was 
done with the intention to verify the “story” that ENGO participants were telling 
through an outsider’s perspective which did not have a deep emotional connection to 
the phenomena being investigated but was knowledgeable at the same time. As a 
result of a snowball sampling approach (Ruane, 2015; Silverman, 2011), eight third-
party commentators took part in this study and background on them is provided in 
the next section. 
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3.6.3 Third-party participants 
Table 3.7 identifies the organisations which the third-party commentators were 
affiliated to and the positions they held at the time they were interviewed. Three of 
the third-party commentators were academics. One of the academics was a professor 
at Flinders University and is a member of the Centre for Social and Environmental 
Accounting Research (CSEAR) in Scotland. The other had an over thirty-year 
history as an environmental scientist and was an activist prior to becoming an 
academic at the University of New South Wales. The third was a visiting professor at 
the University of Wollongong with a research interest in relationships between 
corporations and stakeholders. All of the academics expressed an opinion on 
sustainability reporting, the relationship between environmental groups and 
corporations, as well as the strategies that have been applied by ENGOs to influence 
corporate reporting and practice. 
 
Table 3.7 Third-party commentators' interviewee details 
Commentator’s affiliation Position 
Flinders University  Academic 
University of New South Wales  Academic 
University of Wollongong Academic 
Australian Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility Consultant 
Future Eye Consultant 
Crikey Journalist 
Daily Telegraph Journalist 
Leading Corporation Journalist 
 
Three commentators were journalists that had reported about the relationship 
between environmental groups and forestry industry in the media. They were able to 
share their experiences in reporting about sustainability-related matters between 
ENGOs and the Australian forestry industry. Some of the media organisations they 
had worked for were The Daily Telegraph, The Leading Corporation and Crikey. 
Their perspectives provided an insight into the conflicts between forestry 
corporations and environmental groups which has impacted sustainability reporting 
in the Australian forestry context.  
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The two remaining commentator participants were sustainability consultants. They 
had extensive experience working with large corporations, environmental groups, 
and the government on current sustainability reporting practice. The consultants 
work for sustainability and NGO engagement organisations in Australia that is, the 
Australian Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility (ACCSR) and Future Eye. 
Their perspectives allowed for an understanding of the existing conflicts between 
ENGOs and corporations regarding the future of sustainability reporting, particularly 
in the Australian forestry industry. 
 
3.7 Chapter conclusion 
This chapter provided insight into the qualitative methodology of the study. The 
discussion in this chapter was set out in a manner in which connections were made to 
the characteristics of what qualitative research consists of. The way that the data was 
collected and analysed were the two key components of the chapter and linkages 
were made to prior literature explored in Chapter 2. This is important as it will 
connect with how the data findings are presented, analysed and interpreted in 
chapters 4 and 5. 
 
The next chapter presents web-based materials findings, representing the corporate 
perspective to sustainability reporting, while Chapter 5 will present the stakeholder 
perspective, with a particular focus on the ENGO view on sustainability reporting 
and the strategies they have implemented to influence forestry corporations. The 
analysis, findings and interpretations of the data in chapters 4 and 5 are then brought 
together in Chapter 6 for a reflective discussion to provide an understanding of the 
implications for the research questions. 
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Chapter 4 
 
SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING BY FORESTRY 
CORPORATIONS 
 
 
 
4.1 Chapter introduction 
This chapter presents the analysis, findings and interpretation of the documents 
assessed to identify the corporate perspective on sustainability reporting. The annual 
reports, stand-alone sustainability reports, sustainability policies and corporate web-
pages of the five forestry corporations were analysed. 
 
The chapter is divided into three sections. First, the data analysis process is explained 
in a tabular form. The second section includes a discussion on the data findings of all 
five corporations individually. Then, the third section brings together the findings to 
provide an interpretation of the implications made about the forestry corporations’ 
perspective towards sustainability reporting. The chapter then concludes with a 
summary of the key findings and how they are connected with the data presented in 
Chapter 5, on stakeholder perspective. 
 
4.2 Analysis of the documents 
The GRI G3 guidelines were applied to identify whether Australian forestry 
corporations had taken the initial steps to incorporate sustainability disclosures in 
their reporting practices. The components of the content and quality tests consist of 
45 tests in total. A matrix was designed through a coding system to summaries the 
number of tests met by each of the five forestry corporations. For a corporation that 
did not meet a specific content or quality test, the word “No” was positioned next to 
that criterion. The word “Met” was placed for the criteria that a corporation had 
addressed. Reference to supporting evidence for the tests that were met was noted. 
Chapter 4 Corporate perspective to sustainability 
108 
 
For instance, if the criterion was addressed through a disclosure made by the 
corporation through an annual report, stand-alone sustainability report or 
sustainability policy, then the words “Annual Report”, “Sustainability Report” or 
“Sustainability Policy” would be placed next to it along with the year that the 
document was released. Further, those tests that were not applicable for the forestry 
industry were classified as “N/A” (not applicable). 
 
The GRI framework has 22 content tests which assess the components of 
“materiality”, “stakeholder inclusiveness”, “sustainability context” and 
“completeness” of a sustainability report. All of these elements were explained in 
both the literature and methodology sections of the thesis, chapters 2 and 3. 
 
Out of the 22, ten address the “materiality” of the report. Materiality can be 
understood as the term used to describe information which if misstated, omitted or 
not disclosed may affect the decision making of the stakeholders that rely on the 
information disclosed. The tests focus on assessing whether disclosures have been 
made by the management with regard to the measures set in place to account for the 
business’s sustainability impacts. They are designed by the GRI in a way that helps 
corporations to disclose how sustainability risks, opportunities, strategies and 
interests of multi-stakeholders have been identified and if audit verification has been 
obtained to validate the content of the information. Table 4.1 presents a summary of 
findings on the materiality of the five forestry corporations’ sustainability 
disclosures. These will be further discussed in Section 4.3. 
 
Four of the 22 content tests examine the level of “stakeholder inclusiveness” 
involved in the production of the report. They are articulated in a manner in which 
corporations would need to describe the types of stakeholders to whom the business 
claims to be accountable for, and the type of stakeholder engagement that has 
occurred between the parties over the reporting period. These engagements could 
include activities such as a research group, consultancy firm or an ENGO that has 
provided a service provision for the corporation. Other engagements could involve 
workshops, conferences or educational meetings with different stakeholder groups on 
a national, state or even global level. 
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Table 4.1 Materiality report content findings 
 
Materiality test performed 
 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
 
Estimable sustainability 
impacts, risks/opportunities 
identified through sound 
investigations by recognised 
expert/ by expert bodies with 
credentials 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
No No No Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Main sustainability interests 
and indicators raised by 
stakeholders such as 
vulnerable groups in local 
communities, civil society 
are identified 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-2010 
No No No 
Main topics and future 
challenges for the sector 
reported by peers and 
competitors 
No No No No No 
Relevant laws, regulations 
and international 
agreements/ voluntary 
agreements with strategic 
significance to the 
corporation and its 
stakeholders are identifiable 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-2010 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Key values, policies, 
strategies, goals, targets are 
identifiable 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy 2011 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-2010 
Sustainability 
Policy 2010-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Interests of stakeholders 
specifically invested in the 
success of the corporation 
are identifiable 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-2010 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Significant risks to the 
corporation are identifiable 
No No No No No 
Critical factors for enabling 
success are identifiable 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-2010 
No No Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Core competencies of the 
corporation and the manner 
in which they could 
contribute to sustainable 
development are identifiable 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-2010 
No No Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
The report prioritises 
material topics and 
indicators 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
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Table 4.2 presents a summary of the findings with regard to “stakeholder 
inclusiveness” based on the forestry corporations’ disclosures. The findings 
suggested that this particular category requires the most attention for forestry 
corporations that choose to produce sustainability reports as those businesses 
examined revealed limited engagement with non-financial stakeholders such as 
ENGOs and focused predominantly on releasing information regarding government, 
shareholders and investors interactions. This key finding will be further interpreted in 
Section 4.3. 
 
Table 4.2 Stakeholder inclusiveness content findings 
 
Stakeholder inclusiveness 
test performed 
 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
 
Describes the stakeholders to 
whom it considers itself 
accountable to 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy 2011 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Sustainability 
Policy 2010-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Draws on the outcomes of 
stakeholder engagement 
processes used by the 
corporation in its ongoing 
activities 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy 2011 
Met 
Sustainability 
Policy2009-
2010 
No No No 
Report content draws upon 
the outcomes of any 
stakeholder engagement 
processes undertaken 
specifically for the report 
 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy 2011 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
No No No 
Stakeholder engagement 
processes that inform 
decisions about the report are 
consistent with the scope and 
boundary of the report 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy 2011 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
 
No No No 
 
The “sustainability context” is also assessed through four of the 22 content tests. The 
tests were created in a way that ensures corporations draw on available information 
through literature, research and stakeholder engagements to expand their 
understanding on what sustainable development means and the importance of 
reporting on their social and environmental performances. The findings for this 
component are presented in Table 4.3 and further discussed in Section 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 Sustainability context content findings 
 
Sustainability context 
test performed 
 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
Corporation presents its 
understanding of 
sustainable development 
and draws on objective 
and available information 
for the topics covered in 
the report 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy2011 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 - 
2010 
Sustainability 
Policy 2010-
2012 
No No Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Corporation presents its 
performance with 
reference to broader 
sustainable development 
conditions and goals, as 
reflected in recognised 
sectoral, local, regional, 
and/or global publications 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
No No Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Corporation presents its 
performance in a manner 
that attempts to 
communicate the level of 
its impact/contribution in 
appropriate geographical 
contexts 
Met 
Annual Report  
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Report describes how 
sustainability topics relate 
to long-term corporation 
strategy, risks, and 
opportunities, including 
supply-chain topics 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
No No Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
 
The 4 remaining tests from the 22 belonged to the characteristic of “completeness”. 
This component focuses on identifying significant events influencing changes in the 
structure of the business, measures of estimates of future and past social and 
environmental impacts. In accordance to the “completeness “component, the 
sustainability report should cover material relating to any significant economic, 
environmental and social impacts, as well as, enable stakeholders to assess the 
business’s performance in the reporting period. Table 4.4 identifies the number of 
tests the forestry corporations met based on this attribute of the report content. 
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Table 4.4 Completeness content findings 
 
The quality component consists of 23 tests which examine the “balance”, 
“comparability”, “accuracy”, “timeliness”, “clarity” and “reliability” of the 
sustainability disclosures made. Three of the tests assess the “balance” of the 
information reported. The primary focus of this characteristic is to help corporations 
ensure that both favourable and unfavourable information about their social and 
environmental performance is disclosed during the reporting period. One of the key 
issues identified in the findings was that forestry corporations could be faced with a 
challenge when it comes to this component of the report. Those corporations that 
choose to make voluntary sustainability reports tended to produce more favourable 
than also including unfavourable information relating to their business performance 
during the reporting period. Table 4.5 presents the findings of the forestry 
corporations’ quality of information in terms of “balance”. This will be further 
discussed in Section 4.3. 
 
  
 
Completeness context test 
performed 
 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
Report was developed taking into 
account the entire chain of 
corporations upstream and 
downstream 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Report includes all corporations that 
meet the criteria of being subject to 
control or significant influence of the 
reporting corporation unless otherwise 
declared 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Met 
Annual 
Repot 2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Information in the report includes all 
significant actions or events in the 
reporting period, and reasonable 
estimates of significant future impacts 
of past events when those impacts 
are reasonably foreseeable and may 
become unavoidable 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Report does not omit relevant 
information that would influence or 
inform stakeholder assessments or 
decisions, or that would reflect 
significant economic, environmental, 
and social impacts 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
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Table 4.5 Balance quality findings 
 
Balance test performed 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
 
Report discloses both favourable and 
unfavourable results and topics 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
No No No No 
Information in the report is presented in a 
format that allows users to see positive and 
negative trends in performance on a year-to-
year basis 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
No No No No 
Emphasis on the various topics in the report 
is proportionate to their relative materiality 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
No No No No 
 
The “comparability” component consisted of five out of the 23 tests which focused 
on identifying if the information disclosed in one reporting period could be compared 
across different timeframes. In the financial reporting context, the qualitative 
characteristic of “comparability” is usually met as the information is presented in a 
singular mandatory format. However, in terms of sustainability reporting, it is a 
challenge because each corporation chooses to develop a sustainability report at a 
different timeframe. In the forestry context, the web-based materials examined 
indicated that those businesses that choose to report had done so from 2009 to 2010 
mainly. The corporations’ motive for selecting this reporting period was questioned 
and the literature discussed in chapters 1 and 2 suggested that sustainability reports 
became popular in the Australian forestry industry during 2009. 
 
The last test of “comparability” is based on additional GRI sector supplements. The 
sector supplements enhance the comparability of information. However, as discussed 
in Chapter 2, the GRI is yet to design supplements for the forestry industry. Thus, 
“N/A” was placed for this category in Table 4.6 which summarises the findings on 
the comparability component. The lack of sector supplements could be a contributing 
factor to the quality of sustainability reports produced in the forestry industry. This 
particular issue is examined in the upcoming section and discussed further in Chapter 
6.  
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Table 4.6 Comparability quality findings 
 
Comparability test performed 
 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
 
Report  information can be compared 
on a year-to-year basis 
Met  
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met  
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Performance can be compared with 
appropriate benchmarks 
Met  
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 – 
2010 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Any significant variation between 
reporting periods in the boundary, 
scope, length of reporting period, can 
be identified and explained 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Report utilises generally accepted 
protocols for compiling, measuring, 
and presenting information 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
No No No 
The report uses GRI sector 
supplements, where available 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
 
Four of the 23 quality tests are concerned with the characteristic of “accuracy”. This 
component is concerned with ensuring that the information is detailed for the 
stakeholders to make informed decisions about a corporation’s performance. This 
requires that the sustainability report reliably verifies measures and indicators. In the 
context of financial reports, this characteristic is not usually a problem because 
corporations are enforced to release audit assured information that is faithfully 
represented. In the context of sustainability disclosures, audit assurance is voluntary 
and the accuracy of information could be questioned by stakeholders. Table 4.7 
presents the findings of each forestry corporation with regard to this component. 
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Table 4.7 Accuracy quality findings 
 
Accuracy test performed 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
 
The report indicates the data that 
has been measured 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2011 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Data measurement techniques and 
bases for calculations are 
adequately described, and can be 
replicated with similar results 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2011 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Margin of error for data is not 
sufficient to substantially influence 
stakeholders to reach informed 
conclusions on performance 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2011 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Indicates which data has been 
estimated and the underlying 
assumptions and techniques used 
to produce the estimates 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2011 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
 
“Timeliness” is another component of the quality tests from the GRI guidelines. This 
component focuses on assessing the alignment of information about the corporation’s 
sustainability performance with the reporting period. The key element of the 
“timeliness” component is that a corporation must ensure that the information 
produced about its performance is updated to meet the changing activities that may 
have occurred from one reporting period to the next and also demonstrate how the 
corporation has reacted to any crisis that have occurred during that timeframe where 
action was necessary. For instance, if a corporation had faced increased stakeholder 
attention for a particular practice, then information would need to be released in a 
timely manner to rectify the issue. Based on the web-based materials examined, a 
majority of the forestry corporations provided timely disclosures, with Gunns going 
one step further by releasing information in several of its sustainability reports 
relating to its proposed pulp mill, which had attracted strong stakeholder attention 
during a specific time period. The findings of this component are in Table 4.8 and 
will further be interpreted in the upcoming section.  
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Table 4.8 Timeliness quality findings 
 
Timeliness test performed 
 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
 
Information in the report has 
been disclosed while it is 
recent relative to the 
reporting period 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met  
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Collection and publication of 
key performance information 
is aligned with the 
sustainability reporting 
schedule 
 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
No No No 
Information in the report 
clearly indicates the time 
period to which it relates, 
when it will be updated, and 
when the last updates were 
made 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met  
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
 
Three “clarity” tests examine if the report contains information is understandable to 
the reader. The tests also help corporations to set out their report in a way where 
stakeholders can specifically find the information needed without going through 
unreasonable efforts to identify what it is that they are looking for. The “clarity” of a 
report will assist stakeholders to better assess the sustainability performance of a 
corporation. A sustainability report needs to be set out in a manner where the 
terminology used is understandable by stakeholders and if complex terms are 
presented then a glossary or an explanation section in the report is needed. 
 
Given that sustainability reports are released voluntarily, the format of the report may 
vary from one corporation to the next. The findings of the web-based materials has 
suggested that forestry corporations have attempted to release information that is 
clear to understand, despite that there were sections in the report that require further 
depth about stakeholder engagement and sustainability challenges faced during the 
reporting period. 
 
Table 4.9 summarises the findings for the clarity component. The sections of the 
annual, stand-alone sustainability reports or sustainability policies were interpreted 
as clear enough for a stakeholder to make informed decisions about the performance 
of the business.  
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Table 4.9 Clarity quality findings 
 
Clarity test performed 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
 
Report contains the level of 
information required by 
stakeholders, but avoids 
excessive/unnecessary detail 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy 2011 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Sustainability 
Policy 2010-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Stakeholders can find the specific 
information they want without 
unreasonable effort through tables 
of contents, maps, links, or other 
aids 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy 2011 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Sustainability 
Policy 2010-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Report avoids technical terms, 
acronyms, jargon, or other content 
likely to be unfamiliar to 
stakeholders, and should include 
explanations in the relevant section 
or in a glossary 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Sustainability 
Policy 2011 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Sustainability 
Policy 2010-
2012 
 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Data and information in the report is 
available to stakeholders, including 
those with particular accessibility 
needs 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-
2012 
 
“Reliability” is the final quality test. This component is concerned with ensuring that 
the information disclosed is verified. The need for third-party assurance statement is 
emphasized as it increases stakeholder confidence in the information that the 
corporation has released. This characteristic is not very different to “faithful 
representation” in the accounting Conceptual Framework which outlines the need for 
mandatory financial information to be represented in an annual report that is neutral 
and free from error. In the case of sustainability reporting, this is a challenge because 
the information disclosed is based solely on what the management team of the 
business perceives to be the type of information stakeholders demand for. Also, there 
is a choice as to whether or not a business provides external audit assurance 
statement for its report. Gunns was the only corporation out of the five examined 
which provided external audit assurance on its standalone sustainability reports yet it 
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faced many issues which are identified later in this chapter and discussed more in-
depth in Chapter 6. The findings for this component are presented in Table 4.10. 
 
Table 4.10 Reliability quality findings 
 
Reliability test 
performed 
 
Gunns 
 
PaperlinX 
 
Papyrus 
 
RuralAus 
 
TFS 
 
Scope and extent of 
external assurance is 
identified 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met 
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
 
 
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Original source of the 
information in the report 
can be identified 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Sustainability 
Report 2009 
Met  
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
 Sustainability 
Report 2009-
2010 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Reliable evidence to 
support assumptions or 
complex calculations can 
be identified  
Met 
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Met  
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Representation is 
available from the original 
data or information 
owners, attesting to its 
accuracy in acceptable 
margins of error 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2011 
Met  
Annual Report 
2009-2012 
Met 
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 2009-
2012 
Met  
Annual 
Report 
2009-2012 
 
With both content and quality components presented in a table format, the next 
section provides an interpretation of the findings of the five forestry corporations 
examined. Section 4.3 looks at the “big picture” of what has been happening in the 
forestry industry by first outlining the key issues identified and then presenting each 
corporation individually for a deeper comparison. 
 
4.3 Interpretation of data findings 
In this section, a discussion on the findings is provided. Based on the content and 
quality tests presented in the previous section, Gunns met 43 of them, PaperlinX met 
39, followed by TFS at 36, Papyrus and RuralAus at 30. Table 4.11 summarises the 
number of tests which were met, those that were not and the tests that were not 
applicable to the forestry industry. 
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The analysis indicates that forestry corporations have not produced detailed 
information about dialogue or engagement with a wider range of users when 
producing sustainability reports. The focus has been more on meeting the 
information needs of financial stakeholders. 
 
Table 4.11 Report content and quality finding summary 
Test 
type 
Description Number of 
tests 
Gunns 
met 
PaperlinX 
met 
Papyrus 
met 
RuralAus 
met 
TFS 
met 
Content Tests of Materiality  10 8 7 4 4 7 
Tests of Stakeholder-
inclusiveness  
4 4 4 1 1 1 
Tests of Sustainability 
Context  
4 4 4 1 1 4 
Tests of 
Completeness  
4 4 4 4 4 4 
Quality Tests of Balance 3 3 0 0 0 0 
Tests of Comparability 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Tests of Accuracy  4 4 4 4 4 4 
Tests of Timeliness 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Tests of Clarity 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Tests of Reliability 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Total number of tests 45 43 39 30 30 36 
 
Gunns and PaperlinX disclosed some information in the reports about the importance 
of engaging with users other than shareholders, such as government officials, and 
addressing community members’ sustainability concerns. The three remaining 
forestry corporations, identified as Papyrus, RuralAus and TFS did not provide 
enough depth in their reports on the importance of stakeholder engagement, except 
making brief references to the importance of meeting shareholders’ information 
needs in annual reports consistently from 2009 to 2012. 
 
Two out of the five forestry corporations, Gunns and PaperlinX provided voluntary 
sustainability policies in addition to the stand-alone sustainability reports. A majority 
of the discussion on stakeholder engagement was heavily weighted towards 
employees and investors, that is, those stakeholder groups the corporations believed 
they were accountable to. 
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All five corporations focused on presenting favourable information on sustainability 
achievements, with only Gunns presenting a section in their reports about the 
complaints received and the obstacles faced by the corporation over the reporting 
period. As “balance” is part of the quality test, greater emphasis would ideally be 
needed for forestry corporations to implement strategies and controls to improve the 
content and quality of disclosures in order to assist the decision making of the report 
users and other classes of stakeholder groups having an interest in the corporation. 
The corporations seemed to be producing information that was mainly positive about 
their sustainability performance. This could imply that voluntary disclosures are 
developed for legitimising corporate image, in other words, the aim is to influence 
the perspectives of stakeholders and deflect attention from questionable 
environmental practices specifically Gunns’ native forests logging. 
 
The findings indicate that there is no consensus in the sustainability disclosures made 
by forestry corporations listed on the ASX. This could suggest that there is a lack of 
understanding or corporate value towards sustainability impacts which could 
influence other forestry corporations operating in the industry. The listed 
corporations are approaching sustainability in a different manner which could 
suggest that they are signalling a mixed understanding on what sustainability meant 
for them and if in fact it is incorporated in the business model for legitimacy or 
accountability purposes. This raises the question of whether mandatory reporting 
practices are required for the forestry industry in order to hold corporations more 
accountable for their sustainability impact and stakeholder engagement. 
 
In order to make sense of how each forestry corporation has regarded sustainability 
reporting practices the following sub-sections tell the story of the disclosures made 
by forestry corporations and how they may be perceived from an ENGO perspective. 
 
4.3.1 Gunns disclosures 
Gunns produced annual reports, stand-alone sustainability reports and sustainability 
policies during its years of operations. The annual reports produced from 2009 to 
2011 explain that the corporation was the first in the Australian forestry industry to 
be certified under the AFS and that surveillance audits had been undertaken to ensure 
certification to the standard is successfully retained for the period of reporting 
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(Gunns Sustainability Report 2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 2009d, 2009e). The annual 
reports were centred on the corporation actively seeking to gain FSC certification 
while it was operating. The emphasis on the certification systems could suggest that 
the corporation’s purpose in making reference to these schemes is a strategy to 
demonstrate some form of assurance on the disclosures made. This could be 
perceived as a strategy used to demonstrate the corporation’s accountability. 
 
The disclosures made in Gunns’ reports emphasised that the corporation valued three 
key stakeholder engagements: the government, Asian and South American markets, 
and most importantly, the AFS forestry certification body. However, no mention was 
made with regard to ENGOs. In the 2010 annual report, further information is 
provided in dot-point format which outlines Gunns’ declarative statement about the 
importance of stakeholder engagement. This was demonstrated through words such 
as “we recognise the importance of community values and expectations, and we must 
go beyond the science based approach that has characterised our traditional 
industry”; and also, “we wish to operate in an environment of engagement and 
inclusion with the key stakeholders of our business” (Gunns Annual Report, 2010, 
pp. 1-3). Such statements may be interpreted as Gunns’ strategy to form a rapport 
with the users of the reports. A majority of the disclosures presented by the 
corporation were aimed towards those stakeholders providing finance for the 
business operations, thus the declarative statements made could be perceived as a 
legitimacy strategy to influence their stakeholders’ perspectives. 
 
In 2011, Gunns annual report disclosed that the corporation was to develop a pulp 
mill at Bell Bay. The proposed pulp mill project caused ongoing conflict between the 
corporation and several environmental organisations due to the use of native forests 
in the process. However, despite the conflicts and litigation involved to ensure the 
mill project went ahead, the corporation managed to successfully receive government 
support. During 2011, the tension grew between Gunns, ENGOs and the government 
which intensified the conflict. Due to the media and wide ranging stakeholder 
attention about this relationship, Gunns produced a report by an independent research 
body which was hired by the corporation to identify stakeholders’ attitude to the 
proposed mill project and made the results of the study available in the 2011 annual 
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report. In addition, the corporation set up a Bell Bay community liaison committee to 
meet its commitment to transparency and key stakeholder interaction. 
 
The findings of the qualitative survey Gunn’s research team developed revealed that 
40 per cent of Tasmanians opposed the pulp mill, 37 per cent supported it, and that 
comparatively 23 per cent, did not support or oppose the pulp mill (Gunns Pulp Mill 
Survey Research, 2011). In this instance, Gunns can be perceived as being 
transparent by providing disclosures about the pros and cons of the proposed pulp 
mill. However, the research that was conducted did not include ENGO attitudes 
towards the proposed mill project. A majority of those surveyed were financial 
stakeholders and a few community members. Although there was a lack of ENGO 
voices in the Bell Bay survey, the results of that study outlined in Gunns annual 
report still revealed that a high number of participants opposed the mill project. This 
suggests that the mill project potentially did have some negative impact on the 
business’s sustainability and financial performance. The lack of responsiveness from 
the corporation on the opposition to the mill raises questions about the motivation 
behind Gunns’ sustainability disclosures. 
 
In addition to the sustainability disclosures made in annual reports, Gunns also 
produced stand-alone sustainability reports, which were called “Public 
Environmental Reports”. The first section of the report began with information on 
the corporation’s profile. The information in this part of the environmental report 
was the same consistently for the five reports examined. The remainder of the report 
consisted of information on the history and business growth of the corporation, and 
again, the format was the same in all the reports produced. The title of the reports 
suggested that the disclosures made would be to the ‘public’ and that it covers 
environmental performance information. The problem with the title is that it may be 
misinterpreted due to the lack of definition of whom in specific is the intended 
audience of the report. A majority of the stakeholder reference made in the reports 
was the corporation’s engagement with government officials and other financial 
users with, for example, very little information on the number of complaints received 
during the reporting period from community members who live near one of Gunns’ 
plants and how the issue was resolved. 
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Gunns dedicated a section in its sustainability reports to complaints received by 
stakeholders and how those issues were addressed (Gunns Sustainability Report 
2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 2009d, 2009e). Tamar Valley and Triabunna sites had the 
highest number of complaints which were made by community members living near 
the sites. While the Austin Ferry, Massy Greene, Smithton and Western Junction 
plants had no environmental incidents being reported. This part of the environmental 
reports was consistent with Gunns Stakeholder Engagement Policy (2011) which 
disclosed that the corporation keeps a record of incidents and takes action to resolve 
the matter. 
 
In all of Gunns sustainability reports (Gunns Sustainability Report 2009a, 2009b, 
2009c, 2009d, 2009e) there was a section called as “Environmental Management 
Systems”. A discussion on the importance of accreditation to the FSC certification 
system was made in that part of the report. The corporation was audited to the 
standard by international certification body known as Det Norske Veritas (DNV) 
which is accredited under Joint Accreditation Systems of Australia and New Zealand 
(JAS-ANZ). The importance of maintaining forestry certification and external audit 
assurance were consistent with Gunns Environmental and Sustainability Policy 
(2011), which outlined the importance of obtaining certification under forestry 
schemes. 
 
DNV conducted surveillance audits on each of the corporation’s plant sites and the 
statements made in the reports suggest that Gunns continued compliance with 
standards while it was operating. The emphasis on voluntary audit assured 
sustainability reports could be perceived as Gunns’ attempt to demonstrate that the 
disclosures were reliable. In each of the reports, a summary of the audit was provided 
to identify “noteworthy efforts”, “minor conformance” and any observations made 
that needed corrective action, which aim to provide transparent information to the 
report users. In a way, such information could be perceived as the corporation’s 
mechanism to provide both favourable and unfavourable information about its 
sustainability performance over the reporting period. 
 
Chapter 4 Corporate perspective to sustainability 
124 
 
4.3.2 PaperlinX disclosures 
Similar to Gunns’ reporting approach, PaperlinX produced annual reports, stand-
alone sustainability reports and related sustainability policies. However, Gunns 
heavily focused on environmental-related matters, while PaperlinX’s disclosures 
were based more on the corporation’s social performance. For instance, an 
explanation of how the corporation successfully reduced its Medically Treated Injury 
Frequency Rate (MTIFR) and Lost Time Injury Frequency Rate (LTIFR) was 
disclosed in all annual reports. 
 
During 2009 and 2010, the reports make reference to employee engagement that 
emphasises the importance of maintaining corporate social responsibility but lacked 
acknowledgement of environmental commitments. This finding suggests that the 
corporation is particularly concerned in engaging with its immediate stakeholders to 
ensure they are managed, as this class of individuals are relied upon for business 
operations, expansion and survival. However, the lack of acknowledgement about 
any engagement with other classes of stakeholders such as ENGOs could be 
perceived as the corporation does not believe that it is accountable to stakeholder 
groups such as the environmentalists, and centres on those contributing financial 
resources to the business. 
 
The sustainability reports of PaperlinX have focused more on providing an overview 
of the vision and strategy that the corporation has taken with regard to its social and 
environmental commitment. For instance, the vision section in the 2009 
sustainability report stated: 
Our vision is to be recognised as the leading sustainable international merchant of 
communication materials – a truly sustainable business built on a positive approach 
to the health, wellbeing and capabilities of our people, our sustainable product range, 
solid environmental management and our financial prudence and integrity (p. 3). 
The importance of PaperlinX’s ‘people’ indicates that the corporation regards its 
employees as one of the key stakeholder group which are valued for their 
contribution to the business. This is further supported by the 2010 and 2011 annual 
reports which disclosed that: 
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supporting the health and wellbeing of our employees extends beyond our operations 
and safety. It requires an investment in understanding their concerns and providing 
them with information and opportunities to proactively manage health (p. 8). 
 
The 2009 sustainability report dedicated a section named as “sustainability charter”, 
which outlined the multi-stakeholder groups that the corporation identifies as 
important for operational purposes. These groups consisted of environmental, 
employees, communities, suppliers and customers (PaperlinX Sustainability Report, 
2009, p. 4). The information disclosed was consistent with PaperlinX’s Sustainable 
Development Charter Policy (2010) and Safety, Health and Environment Policy 
(2010). However, similar to the approach taken in the annual reports, no mention of 
ENGO engagement was made in either sustainability reports or policies. 
 
PaperlinX annual reports also had a section dedicated to sustainability. There are 
several components discussed in this part of the annual report. The first was “our 
people”, which includes a description on safety, health and well-being of employees 
are considered by the corporation. A statement made in the 2011 annual report reads: 
In this transition year, as PaperlinX responds to structural and industry change and 
realigns operations, each of our businesses has had to make tough decisions that 
impact our people. It has also meant that some of our planned programmes are under 
review to ensure they remain relevant in this fast-changing environment. With 6,212 
employees across 26 different countries, our businesses are united by a common set 
of Values and Core Operating Principles. As business accelerates into diversified 
products, we are restructuring our workforce to align resource levels and skills to 
this changing orientation. With difficult economic conditions and constant 
organisational change, our focus remains on motivating, engaging and retaining the 
people who work for the Corporation as they are critical to maximising our business 
performance (p. 8). 
However, in the year prior, the disclosures in the sustainability report focused on the 
corporation’s impact on the environment. Discussions on how PaperlinX has 
managed its direct and indirect emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse 
gases were disclosed in the 2010 annual report. This information was consistent with 
PaperlinX’s Sustainable Supply Chain Policy (2012) which provided a brief outline 
of how the corporation is committed to sourcing from responsible suppliers. An 
example of the disclosure made in this policy includes the following statement: 
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All PaperlinX corporations are committed to sourcing from responsible suppliers 
and to progressively increasing the sustainability of products and their supply chains. 
To fulfil this commitment, PaperlinX has developed a robust supply chain 
sustainability programme called Eco-sure. It is designed to thoroughly assess 
supplier sustainability performance and provide a central resource for essential 
information. Over time, the sustainability performance of all suppliers will be 
evaluated, as appropriate to the size of the business and the potential supply chain 
impacts. Suppliers are assessed against a range of criteria related to PaperlinX’s 
policy expectations (p. 7). 
The sustainability policy document made disclosures on the corporation’s 
engagement with its suppliers. The information on the importance of meeting the 
suppliers’ information needs could be interpreted as PaperlinX being accountable to 
those groups who provide a financial resource to the corporation, thus 
acknowledging the involvement and relevance of ENGOs and stakeholders alike in 
the reports and policies produced. 
 
Another type of disclosure that stands out in the annual reports of PaperlinX in the 
sustainability section is called ‘community connections’. PaperlinX claims to be 
supportive of the community through professional engagement in educational and 
development projects, cash and paper donations, commercial sponsorships, 
marketing initiatives and employee involvement activities. In the terminology used in 
the 2011 and 2012 annual reports: 
Our community support is managed at a local level and takes on numerous forms 
including charitable contributions of cash and paper donations, commercial 
sponsorships for industry support, cause-related marketing initiatives and 
employee involvement activities. Many of our businesses are actively involved in 
supporting professional education and development to build the talent and 
creativity of printing and design communities around the world. We also work 
with a number of industry groups in Europe, North America, Australia, New 
Zealand and Asia to tackle specific issues that arise in relation to the paper 
industry (p. 9). 
Such statements further emphasises the lack of acknowledgement made to particular 
stakeholder groups aside from specific mention of employees and industry-related 
partners. In accordance with the GRI G3 guidelines, a corporation must consult a 
range of stakeholder groups when developing such type of disclosures and this seems 
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to not be applied by PaperlinX based on the documents that were collected and 
analysed. 
 
4.3.3 Papyrus disclosures 
Papyrus only produced annual reports during the data collection and analysis period 
of this study. Through its annual reports there was no indication that the corporation 
had considered disclosing information on its sustainability performance. The 2009 to 
2012 reports principally focused on meeting shareholders’ financial information 
needs. For instance, disclosures in Papyrus’s annual reports indicated that the 
corporation has a policy that all shareholders and investors have equal access to 
information. An extract of the 2009 annual report reads: 
the Board strives to ensure that Shareholders are provided with sufficient 
information to assess the performance of the Group and its Directors and to make 
well informed investment decisions (p. 20). 
 
The lack of stakeholder acknowledgment in annual reports of Papyrus disclosures 
may therefore be perceived as shareholder driven. This makes further linkage to the 
managerial branch of stakeholder theory, explored in Chapter 2, which is based on 
the assumption that a corporation tend to primarily focus making disclosures to meet 
the information needs of those stakeholders that contribute to the financial growth of 
the business. 
 
While the Papyrus annual reports focused on the information needs of shareholders, 
the disclosures made on the corporate website told a different story. Two sections 
were developed on the business website, one was called “environment” and the other 
“community”. The disclosures in these sections centred on a discussion about the 
comparison between Papyrus technology and other wood based product 
manufacturers. The corporation disclosed that the technology it uses ensures that no 
effluent or waste exists, no chemical additives or water are consumed in the 
production process, and that products of the corporation do not contribute to the 
destruction of natural forests (Papyrus Australia Environment, 2012). The disclosure 
in this part of the website provided an overview of how Papyrus has engaged with 
other corporations on environmental projects to enhance sustainability practices. A 
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statement supporting this view was available on the corporation’s web-page which 
read: 
Papyrus recently commissioned Sigma Global, an international management 
corporation with more than a decade of experience in global environmental markets, 
to advise on how to realise value from the environmental benefits inherent in the 
Papyrus technology and process.  
Stakeholder and legitimacy theories discussed in Chapter 2 could be applied to 
interpret Papyrus’s interaction with stakeholders. The engagement between Papyrus 
and Sigma Global could be perceived as a corporate strategy aiming to manage a 
particular stakeholder group that has the ability to enhance Papyrus’s sustainability 
practices. 
 
The community section provides one paragraph which makes reference to 
employment and training opportunities. The following statement is made in this part 
of the website, titled under “Papyrus Australia Community 2012”: 
The Papyrus technology manufacturing facilities are placed within plantations or 
banana growing regions and will therefore provide employment and growth in these 
agricultural banana growing regions. The establishment of factories using the 
Papyrus technology creates, in addition to direct employment, indirect employment 
in those regions and stimulates the local economy. 
 
The corporation’s focus on its contribution to employment could suggest that current 
and potential employees are an important stakeholder group that Papyrus manages as 
they are classified as a resource to the business operations. However, employees are 
only one class of stakeholders and therefore the term “community” could be 
perceived as misleading should it be read by other stakeholder groups such as 
ENGOs. This poses questions about the corporation’s understanding of what 
commitment in terms of sustainability means and the need for dialogue with a variety 
of stakeholders, including environmental groups, which may provide a valuable 
service to enhance the sustainability practices of the business. 
 
Papyrus’ overall disclosures reveal that the problem the corporation may be facing is 
the lack of understanding about what to report, where to report and who to report to 
on sustainability-related matters. The voluntary nature of the reports has allowed the 
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corporation to make declarative statements about its sustainability achievements 
rather than creating a balanced disclosure including the manner in which social and 
environmental issues have been identified and resolved during the reporting period. 
 
4.3.4 RuralAus Investments disclosures 
RuralAus took a different approach from Gunns, PaperlinX and Papyrus by 
producing more quantitative than qualitative information. The annual reports were 
designed to provide quantitative information specifically to shareholders. There was 
no section dedicated to social or environmental commitments made by RuralAus. 
Employees and shareholders were acknowledged by the corporation as being the two 
stakeholder groups the business is accountable to throughout all of the annual reports 
analysed. 
 
The annual reports had information on the corporation’s background which 
mentioned the importance of employment in terms of business expansion and 
survival. For instance, the statement made about employees in the annual reports was 
“entity employed seven employees as at 30 June 2009” (RuralAus Annual Report, 
2009, p. 5). This pattern followed in 2010 to 2012. However, while the number of 
employees hired is disclosed in each of the reporting period, the reader of the report 
is not told what type of training or social engagement the corporation has been 
involved in that provides its employees with a healthy and safe working 
environment. 
 
A section in the annual reports was dedicated to corporate governance. This provided 
information on the importance of shareholders’ role in the operations of the business 
and the intentions of RuralAus to maximise the wealth of this class of stakeholders. 
For instance, in the 2009 annual report the following statement was made: 
The Board [referring to the Board of directors] guides and monitors the business and 
affairs of the corporation on behalf of the shareholders by whom they are elected and 
to whom they are accountable to (p. 14). 
In the 2010 annual report the corporation made more specific disclosures on the 
importance of maximising the wealth of their shareholders. In the words printed in 
the report: 
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it has always been the intention of the Group to review investment opportunities as 
and when those may arise in order to add to shareholder wealth and this still remains 
the case. These opportunities will be reviewed if and when they arise (p. 6). 
 
In addition to the statements made about the importance of shareholder 
inclusiveness, the corporate governance statement in reports from 2009 to 2012 
included disclosure on the principle of “respect the rights of shareholders” which 
outlined how the corporation should comply with designing communication policies 
to promote effective dialogue with shareholders and encourage communication at 
general meetings and policy making of the business. While the reports are focused on 
quantitative data and shareholders are assumed to be the primary users of such 
information, the lack of acknowledgement made with regard to community or ENGO 
engagement in any part of the corporation’s documents or website could mean that 
sustainability performance is not important for the corporation. The limited 
disclosures on social performance made in reference to the importance of managing 
employees and shareholders could be somewhat problematic in the sense that this 
could signal that there is a lack of understanding on the importance of accounting for 
sustainability performance and adopting a multi-stakeholder approach in the 
reporting process. 
 
4.3.5 Tropical Forestry Services Corporation disclosures 
The annual reports analysed from TFS, excluding 2009, took the same approach as 
Papyrus in outlining the corporation’s sustainability vision. An extract from its 2009 
annual report reads: 
At TFS we grow trees. That means as a corporation we think in decades, not weeks 
or months. This forms the basis of our Corporate Social Responsibility Strategy, 
designed to create long term sustainable benefits for our stakeholders both local and 
global (p. 24). 
The above quote could be an indication that TFS has considered implementing 
measures for its sustainability performance. However, the wording used in the 
statement could be misinterpreted. For instance, the sentence begins with the idea 
that the corporation is growing trees for future generations, which links to 
environmental performance, yet in the TFS statement made, tree planting is linked to 
social responsibility which is connected to the social performance of the business. 
The concept of CSR was discussed in the report through the corporation’s 
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engagement in a football academy, cultural and language projects, and water 
catchment and recycling (which is in fact an environmental and not a social issue). 
The inconsistency in the terminology used suggests that there may not be an 
understanding from the corporation’s perspective of what CSR actually means. 
 
The 2010 annual report provided a brief disclosure that suggested that the 
corporation is working to implant sustainability in its business model by moving 
towards formalising disclosures in accordance with the GRI guidelines in the 2011 
financial year period (TFS Annual Report, 2010). As stated in the 2010 annual 
report: 
in the financial year of 2011 TFS will be working to further embed sustainability 
within its business model, working towards formalised sustainability reporting in 
accordance with the Global Reporting Initiative. In order to achieve the best quality 
of data (materiality and data integrity), we are currently refining systems for 
stakeholder engagement and data collection in a variety of areas (p. 24). 
 
However, the 2011 annual report did not make any reference to the GRI, nor did the 
corporation produce stand-alone sustainability report during this period. Instead, the 
disclosures provided declarative statements about the corporation’s environmental, 
economic and social performance. This time however, the title was named as 
“sustainability overview” with a sub-section called “CSR highlights”. Under the 
environment section, information was provided on how TFS has gained a 
government grant to build a bio-diesel plant that converts common cooking oil into 
biofuel. As disclosed in the report: 
Diesel is an important energy source on the TFS plantations, helping the corporation 
to run pumps, tractors and vehicles. In 2009 TFS used a government grant to build a 
bio-diesel plant that converts common cooking oil into biofuel. By mixing this bio-
diesel with existing diesel, TFS has been able to fuel machinery, plant and vehicles 
used for plantation management (p. 30). 
The part of the report dedicated to the economic element detailed how the 
corporation is committed to creating long term, sustainable employment 
opportunities in the communities where it operates. The following statement was 
made in this section: 
TFS is committed to creating long term, sustainable employment opportunities in the 
communities where we are based. This commitment by TFS directly benefits the 
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economic development of these communities. The long term employment 
opportunities that TFS provides in this remote Kimberley region of Australia 
contributes to the sustainability of the local economy and stimulates allied industries 
including local nurseries, contract operations and services. TFS and our team are 
actively involved in the Kimberley community through sporting teams, volunteering 
and active involvement in local committees and organisations – helping to build the 
capacity of local communities (p. 30). 
 
The social section in the annual report summarised the key stakeholders TFS is 
committed to. These consisted of employees, customers and community. As 
described in the 2011 annual report: 
TFS is committed to respecting our key stakeholders – our people, our customers 
and our community. At TFS our people are fundamental to the ongoing success of 
our business. In FY2011 TFS made great strides in improving the occupational 
health and safety of our people... As part of the management of safety within the 
organisation a Safety Plan is developed annually to identify the key areas of focus. 
The Safety Committee meets regularly and reviews incidents in accordance with the 
Safety Plan, and plays an important role in working with staff to raise awareness and 
develop solutions for areas of risk (p. 31). 
 
In 2011 and 2012, the corporation emphasised the importance of stakeholder 
engagement to some extent. The primary engagement discussed in the reports was 
employee focused and included the involvement of the Aboriginal committee which 
oversees Aboriginal activists across TFS’s operations, employment, dealings and 
sponsorships (TFS Annual Report 2011, p. 25; TFS Annual Report, 2012, p. 27). 
Such disclosure may be interpreted as TFS demonstrating its social accountability 
towards stakeholders that may not necessarily provide the business with ‘financial 
support’. However, there was no mention of engagement with environmental 
organisations. 
 
Now that the web-based material findings from all the corporations has been 
reflected on and an interpretation is provided on what this data could mean, the next 
section summarises the findings. This is done to identify the commonalities among 
the five forestry corporations which will be further discussed in Chapter 6. 
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4.4 What do these disclosures say about sustainability reporting 
of forestry corporations?  
While it can be concluded that publicly listed Australian forestry corporations do not 
fully adopt the GRI reporting guidelines, three out of five, Gunns, PaperlinX and 
TFS chose to voluntarily provide some sustainability information in their annual 
reports or policies. 
 
Although only two of the five, Gunns and PaperlinX, met a majority of the GRI (G3) 
report quality and content tests, the findings suggest that businesses are relying more 
on making “declarative statements” through emotive words to suggest that they have 
a corporate citizenship status without detailing how they account for social and 
environmental performances. The lack of balanced information in the reports raises a 
concern as to whether these reports are designed based on the corporation’s lack of 
understanding as to what sustainability reporting should consist of. This supports the 
need for forestry sector supplements using the GRI framework to provide some 
direction for corporations when producing sustainability disclosures. 
 
Further, the findings suggested that all forestry corporations are mainly driven by 
managing those stakeholders who contribute a financial resource to the business 
employees and shareholders. This raises as an issue of “stakeholder-inclusiveness”, 
which is proposed by the GRI and is intended to encourage corporations to engage 
with other stakeholders when producing their sustainability reports (such as 
community members and ENGOs). There seems to be lack of acknowledgement 
about engagements with environmental groups across the reports analysed. The 
relationship between forestry corporations and environmental groups is therefore 
questioned. 
 
4.5 Chapter conclusion 
The purpose of this chapter was to present the findings of the sustainability 
disclosures of the five forestry corporations collected through the web. The analysis 
formed the basis of the interview questions that participants from ENGOs and third-
party commentators were asked with regard to sustainability reporting practices of 
forestry corporations.  
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The way in which the ENGOs perceive sustainability reports of corporations will 
provide a better understanding of the actual relationship that exists between the two 
parties and the strategies that are implemented by environmental groups to influence 
the reporting and practices of the corporations. This is further discussed in the next 
chapter, which presents the analysis, findings and discussion about stakeholder 
perspective on sustainability in the forestry industry. 
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Chapter 5 
 
PERSPECTIVES AND INFLUENCES ON SUSTAINABILITY 
 
 
 
5.1 Chapter introduction 
The previous chapter presented the findings and discussion on sustainability 
reporting practices in the industry. This chapter now engages with the perspectives 
and influences of ENGOs on sustainability reporting. To understand the ENGO 
perspective, interview data was gathered from two classes of stakeholder groups. The 
first consisted of six individuals working at ENGOs operating at different states 
around Australian. The second group involved eight third-party commentators 
working as academics, sustainability consultants and journalists. Third-party views 
were sought to uncover the relationships between ENGOs and forestry corporations 
with regard to sustainability. Each participant’s response is discussed in this chapter 
through a numbering system to differentiate between the responses (for instance, 
ENGO 01, Journalist 01, Sustainability Consultant 01, and Academic 01). 
 
The findings are presented and interpreted in three main sections, “Industry and 
ENGO relationships”, “Perspectives on sustainability” and “Influences on 
sustainability”. The first section draws on the data that revealed the conflicts and 
engagements that have existed between forestry corporations and environmental 
groups. The second presents the views on sustainability reporting. The third 
identifies the way ENGOs have influenced the reporting and practices of forestry 
corporations through various strategies. 
 
5.2 Industry and ENGO relationships 
The ENGO participants offered their perspectives on the sustainability reporting of 
forestry corporations through their observations and direct engagement with the 
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industry. The commentators were also able to share their views on the industry and 
ENGOs’ relationship based on their observations, media releases, and independent 
research. The findings include five out of the six ENGO participants sharing their 
perceptions about the conflicts that had existed between the industry and 
environmental groups. They were direct about their disapproval of the industry’s 
impact on sustainable forestry for future generations. For example, the participant 
from ENGO 01 stated that her organisation’s relationship with the industry would 
not be described as supportive due to the “different views on sustainability” each 
party had. The issue that was present between ENGO 01 and forestry corporations 
was how the industry was approaching the issue of native forest logging. As 
discussed previously in the thesis, safeguarding native forests for future generations 
has been the primary sustainability objective for all six ENGOs explored in this 
study. Some environmental groups such as ENGO 01 have perceived the industry to 
be disregarding their concerns about the future of protecting forests in Australia and 
this has caused conflicts in the relationship between the two parties. Sharing a similar 
perspective to ENGO 01, ENGO 04 went on to say: 
we [referring to ENGOs in general] have never got on well with the forestry industry 
because we believe that it is destroying our forests with very little economic or 
employment benefits. 
 
The participant from ENGO 02 shared his recollection of the 1980s and 1990s, 
where the environmental movement focused on protecting native forests. He said that 
“through the 1980s and 1990s you could argue the environment movement put far 
too many resources into protecting native forests as opposed to all the other issues 
going on in Australia”. To provide an example of the conflicts that have existed 
between environmental groups and the forestry industry, the case of Gunns was 
discussed. The corporation was perceived from an ENGO as a “corporate bully” and 
its dominance in the forestry industry was viewed as destroying conservation values 
and community members in Tasmania. The opinion shared by ENGO 02 was 
consistent with what has appeared in the literature that framed the sample and was 
explored in Chapter 3. 
 
The participant from ENGO 05 also described their organisation’s relationship with 
Gunns as “warfare”. They described the corporation as the key driver of logging lots 
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of places that had important conservation values, especially for the Aboriginal 
culture. The corporation was described as lacking stakeholder engagement, 
particularly with ENGOs, and this adverse behaviour influenced the perceptions of 
environmental groups towards the business. From discussions with participants from 
ENGO 01, ENGO 02 and ENGO 05, it appeared that there were hidden scars from 
their relationship with Gunns. 
 
From the literature explored prior to the interviews, the researcher was aware that 
some of these ENGOs were involved in the Gunns 20 lawsuit. The interview 
discussions were set in such a manner where they were not directed in a way so 
where the participants would feel uncomfortable to discuss the emotional battle they 
had gone through during the case which went on between 2006 to 2009. However, 
the participants did not shy away from voicing their opinions about what they 
believed to be one of the reasons that Gunns ended up collapsing. ENGO 05 stated 
that the business was “attempting to create a future based on native forest sector and 
decided to move away from this approach towards the end of their operations”. 
 
The change in the senior management team saw Gunns make a shift from proposing 
projects that would be reliant heavily on old growth logging (native forests). 
However, this change was not quick enough to save the future of the business. The 
participant from ENGO 05 also stated that prior to Gunns change in management 
team and corporate failure, the management team strategically formed alliances with 
the government to make sure their proposed Tamar Valley mill (also referred to as 
the Bell Bay Pulp mill) would have the funding and support to go ahead with the 
project. The support from the government was Gunns’ backbone, despite the high 
level of conflicts it faced with environmental groups and community members who 
opposed the project. 
 
The third-party commentators also shared their perspectives on the conflicts between 
ENGOs and the industry, based on their experiences and observations. The 
journalists suggested that the ongoing conflict between the two parties has mainly 
been the result of the forestry corporations’ attitude towards the sustainability 
concerns of environmental groups. One of the journalists described the case of Gunns 
as an example to support this view. She said that Gunns was very hostile to 
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environment groups and the communication lines between the two parties were very 
minimal, as “there was little contact, usually there was no contact, and there was no 
engagement from Gunns with environmental groups. Gunns did not attempt to work 
with environmental groups on solutions, instead they tried to ignore or sue them” 
(Journalist 01). Such a response was consistent with what the ENGO participants 
were saying about the conflict that had occurred. The relationship between the 
forestry industry and ENGOs became more tense due to Gunns’ management team’s 
lack of effort to have a multi-stakeholder dialogue about the issue. Gunns’ 
unwillingness to engage with ENGOs caused environmental groups to become even 
more confrontational towards the business. Describing Gunns’ role in the forestry 
industry and how it impacted ENGOs, Journalist 01 stated that the corporation “had 
an aggressive plan for Tasmania’s native forests and was slow to recognise that the 
public had a part in what happened to these forests and the business’s social licence 
to operate”. 
 
The relationship between Gunns and environmental groups could be explained 
through legitimacy theory. From the perspectives shared about the conflict between 
the corporation and ENGOs, the corporation was perceived to have broken the social 
contract and lost the social licence to operate. Yet even though its legitimacy was 
threatened, the strategies the management team implemented to rectify the problems 
Gunns faced were not responsive. Rather, the strategies were aggressive and non-
communicative with multi-stakeholders, and focused on winning the support of the 
government and financial stakeholders who offered them a financial resource to 
operate. 
 
Journalist 03 also shared her perspective on the relationship between ENGOs and the 
forestry industry based on her reporting on the conflict between Gunns and ENGOs. 
She explained that Gunns was “a big juicy leach on Tasmania...it was given an 
incredible amount of room to do whatever it well pleased and the effect of that 
corporation in Tasmania was negative because it was not criticised or interrogated 
from a media perspective”. This statement suggested that a corporation such as 
Gunns would focus on forming alliances with the government to obtain and maintain 
financial resources in order to continue its business operations, which was consistent 
with the ENGO perspectives that were shared as well. The journalist also shared 
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another issue which related to Gunns being so hostile that even its employees were 
too concerned to be involved in any media engagements (interviews) to discuss the 
business’s operations or conflicts with ENGOs publicly. Reflecting on the time she 
wanted to interview Gunns employees: 
the moment I said can we put that on the record? [Referring to what an employee 
interviewed had said about Gunns] It was ‘No’, we would never get paid around 
here’. Why? ‘Because if you criticised Gunns then you cannot get work” (Journalist 
03). 
 
The comment made by the journalist suggested that a forestry corporation with a 
domineering nature would be unapproachable by its people as well as the 
“outsiders”, such as ENGOs. Journalist 03 offered her perspective on the conflicts 
between the industry and environmental stakeholders that had occurred. She used 
Gunns as an example to describe how the corporation resorted to isolating itself from 
ENGOs. Her description of Gunns was: 
it seemed like a business that had been successful corporatising a lot of smaller 
timber corporations and become this one big timber corporation. However, it 
alienated the community to a large extent and that meant even though in the end it 
had a bit of political support behind it, it lost so much community support. Banks 
were not even willing to fund it, investors were not willing to buy into the pulp mill, 
and I think it essentially collapsed because it was so toxic within the community that 
it was not able to get funding (Journalist 03). 
 
The dominance of the senior management team could have inflicted fear into the 
lower levels of employees regarding voicing their perspectives on the battle between 
the corporation and ENGOs because they would be at risk of losing their jobs. With 
such a shared perspective, Gunns’ social performance would be questioned, 
particularly if its employees were also not wanting to engage in any communication 
about the issues that were surrounding the business. The corporation was “very 
interested in not being criticised in the media, not being interrogated politically for 
the unsustainable impact it had. It was just so used to not having to follow due 
process that it could not understand” (Journalist 03). Communication is one of the 
key elements of a business. The management team of the corporation would need to 
have an open dialogue with stakeholders in order to address sustainability concerns. 
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Isolating certain stakeholder groups such as ENGOs may not always work in the 
favour of a business, as seen with Gunns. 
 
Academic 03 also reflected on Gunns as an example to demonstrate the conflicts 
between the forestry industry and environmental groups. She said that Gunns used 
the “old method of we are the boss, we are the developers and are going to crush 
you”. This communication approach ended up not working in the corporation’s 
favour and ultimately impacted its long-term survival. 
 
A sustainability consultant offered a similar perspective to the academic and 
journalists when it came to describing the relationship between the industry and 
ENGOs. Based on her observations, the industry took an adversarial approach 
towards ENGOs which resulted in greater conflict between the two parties 
(Sustainability Consultant 02). An academic participant also confirmed that the 
relationship between the forestry industry and ENGOs has been adversarial, 
especially in the case of Gunns. He said: 
Gunns was extremely adversarial but I mean it was of course very hard for the 
people who had been sued. I have been threatened to be sued once years ago. The 
Wilderness Society has spent a large part of their budget dealing with that court case 
(Academic 03). 
 
Out of all the ENGO and third-party commentators, only one participant from an 
ENGO described their organisation’s relationship with the industry as being 
collaborative. The organisation that the participant was affiliated to focused on 
working with the industry to enhance their sustainability reports by encouraging 
them to obtain FSC certification. The supporting statement for this is “we have had 
involvement in relation to forestry corporations seeking Forest Stewardship Council 
certification” (ENGO 01). The participant did not mention Gunns or any other 
forestry corporation in particular through his response. He heavily focused on the 
need for ENGOs to encourage businesses to certify their products from sustainably 
managed forests, and the FSC was regarded as the main scheme to adopt. So in a 
way, it appeared that the ENGO that the participant worked for was strategically 
focused on having a collaborative relationship with the forestry industry to influence 
corporations to adopt the FSC certification system. As explored in Chapter 2, 
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ENGOs helped establish the FSC standards and support them highly as opposed to 
the AFS standards, which are seen as being created “by the industry for its people”. 
 
The responses received from the participants working at ENGOs and also the third-
party commentators collectively have suggested that the relationship between the 
forestry industry and environmental groups has been more “obstructive” than 
“supportive”. The reason for this appears to be the forestry corporations’ 
management team’s attitude towards being open to criticism, stakeholder questioning 
and sustainability concerns. The hostility in the relationship between the two parties 
is further discussed in Section 5.2.1. 
 
5.2.1 Obstructive ENGOs 
A majority of the participants suggested that the relationship between industry and 
environmental groups has been influenced by how their sustainability cause has been 
regarded or dismissed by forestry corporations. Linking the key findings of this study 
to Banerjee and Bonnefous (2011), five of the six ENGO participants described their 
organisation’s relationship with the industry as being based on unresolved tensions. 
This would group them as an “obstructive” stakeholder group from the corporate 
perspective according to Banerjee and Bonnefous’s (2011) framework. Gunns was 
said to be one of the main corporations that caused conflicts between the industry 
and environmental groups due to its proposed mill project and practices that had high 
environmental impact on the future of native forests in Australia. With conflicts 
rising between the industry and ENGOs, some participants have indicated that 
government intervention was needed to diffuse some of the conflict that has occurred 
between the two parties. The involvement of government officials has been 
important with regard to sustainability-related matters such as the protection and 
management of native forests in Australia. This is further explained in Section 5.2.2. 
 
5.2.2 The role of the government 
Government intervention is needed to form some agreement between the industry 
and environmental groups to overcome conflict relating to the management of native 
forests. ENGO 02 said that “forests are not on government agenda’s at present. 
Climate change might be and water certainly is, but forests are not so I think, that is 
what we need to do. We must find a way to mobilise the community to say. It is not 
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over yet, the campaign is still going, and we run the risk of losing all the gains that 
we have achieved over the last three to four decades, so that is probably what is most 
significant”. When asked whether environmental groups could directly engage with 
the government about their concerns relating to sustainability issues in the forestry 
industry, the participant went on to say that direct dialogue with the government and 
the industry itself has not worked in the past. This has been due to the limited 
resources that some ENGOs have had, particularly those that are grassroots and do 
not operate on an international level. The higher the level of resources an ENGO has, 
the more it is able to communicate its concerns with the industry and be able to 
influence government policy. 
 
The next part of the chapter presents the perspectives of the participants with regard 
to sustainability reporting and practices. 
 
5.3 Perspectives on sustainability 
The three emerging issues discussed were around the concepts of “accountability”, 
“audit assurance” and “legitimacy strategy”. 
 
 “Accountability” offers insight into the views that have questioned whether 
corporations have produced sustainability reports to demonstrate their accountability 
towards their social and environmental performance or not. “Audit assurance” was 
discussed in the context of corporations needing to be held more accountable for 
their disclosures and performances through audit verification. Given that the current 
sustainability reports are prepared in a voluntary manner and corporations have a 
choice to verify their disclosures, the participants contemplated as to whether or not 
the current sustainability reports produced by forestry corporations are a “legitimacy 
strategy” to maintain a good corporate image. The findings drawn from all three 
themes are further discussed in the following sub-sections. 
 
5.3.1 Accountability 
Both ENGO participants and third-party commentators regarded sustainability 
reports as meaningless if the forestry corporation does not demonstrate that in fact it 
is accountable for its social and environmental performance. ENGO 05 shared the 
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perspective that a corporation which produces sustainability reports does not 
necessarily mean that it is doing so to demonstrate accountability for performance in 
actual practice. Supporting evidence for this view is shared in this statement by 
ENGO 05: 
for a significant amount of time they [referring to Gunns] did not even pretend to 
care about the environment. The classic quote from their former CEO was we do not 
care about endangered species, there are too many of them. This gives an indication 
of where their heads were at on sustainability. 
 
The way that a management team (such as Gunns) approaches sustainability tells 
ENGOs if that corporation would meet its sustainability objective. For instance, if 
the ENGOs’ mission has been to safeguard native forests and endangered species, 
and the management of a corporation deal with that objective as if it is not of their 
concern (as Gunns did based on ENGO 05’s statement above), then both parties are 
at different levels of understanding the importance of sustainability. Corporate 
learning about sustainability performance is essential as discussed in the literature 
examined in this thesis. If the senior management team of a corporation is unaware 
and uneducated about the concept of sustainability, then that on its own raises an 
alarm bell for the audience reading the sustainability reports produced by the 
corporation. 
 
Journalist 03 reflected on the time she interviewed the ex-CEO of Gunns. Her 
explanation of how the individual responded to her question relating to sustainability 
reporting was described as: 
talking to someone in the fifties who did not know what pollution was. I was 
astonished. I thought goodness man you run a big business that is internationally 
controversial, and you are just not engaged. It was like a spoilt child finally getting 
some discipline and having a tantrum, and the tantrum led it to collapse and its 
chairman facing court. 
 
The lack of understanding of what sustainability is from the corporate perspective 
would suggest that there is a gap between what is reported and is actually done in 
practice, and this a concern for ENGOs. The participants questioned whether forestry 
corporations have an understanding about what sustainability reporting should 
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consist of. To increase corporate awareness about what sustainability entails, there 
needs to be a stronger engagement between corporations and environmental groups. 
The study by Deegan and Blomquist (2006) demonstrated how corporations could 
engage with ENGOs by involving them in check “auditing” their sustainability 
disclosures or policies. Corporations could learn more about what it is that multi-
stakeholders are looking for in a sustainability report and also appreciate that 
ENGOs’ resource to them is providing knowledge about matters relating to the social 
and environmental performance of a business. From the ENGO perspective, 
engaging with corporations would allow for their sustainability objective to be met 
and also enhance their alliances. However, for the forestry industry to improve its 
engagement with ENGOs and minimise conflicts, a change in management attitudes 
towards ENGOs is required. For example, ENGO 05 stated that those corporations 
that focus on communication with their stakeholders, including ENGOs, have less 
threat from conservative groups.  
 
Changes in the attitude of those working in the industry would require a shift from 
management team focusing on capitalism, to one that also acknowledges the 
importance of taking into account the sustainability performance of the business. 
Sustainability Consultant 02 provided this recommendation for the way forward to 
improve the forestry industry’s sustainability outlook and decrease the conflict 
between itself and environmental groups. She stated that: 
if you are living in an area where you see jobs disappearing and industries closing, 
you feel protective and defensive about your state, but Tasmania has got remarkable 
and globally important biodiversity and I think that also needs to be recognised by 
the logging industry. 
 
Part of the change of attitude towards sustainability reporting relates to the need for 
faithfully presented information in sustainability reports. For information to be 
regarded as reliable by ENGOs, sustainability reports need to be audit assured, 
regardless of their voluntary nature. This key finding is further explored in the next 
sub-section. 
 
Chapter 5 Stakeholder perspective to sustainability 
145 
 
5.3.2 Audit assurance 
An audit-assured sustainability report provides information that is regarded as 
reliable and consistent with what a corporation is doing in practice. ENGO 02 
suggested that an independent certification system is important to verify and require 
businesses to take their sustainability impacts more seriously. Given the lack of 
mandatory third-party assurance on sustainability disclosures, environmental groups 
perceive such reports as a mechanism used to maintain a good corporate reputation 
that paints a picture of a business that appears to be “accountable” for its social and 
environmental impacts, whereas in reality it could be a different story. ENGO 02 
described this as: 
putting the fox in charge of the chicken house, of course they will always say they 
are looking after the chickens, but you know that is not necessarily the case. The 
sustainability reports that are the best are those that are externally verified, 
benchmarked and those with targets intended to be met. 
 
“Audit assurance” means greater levels of transparency from an environmental 
group’s perspective according to ENGO 05. For a corporation to take action rather 
than “pretending” to solve an obstacle it faced and that threatens its social licence to 
operate is of importance to ENGOs. The participant suggested that independent 
certification is important and the forestry industry wants to define the concept of 
sustainability its way, yet the community and environmental groups are saying that is 
not good enough, sustainability reporting needs to be verifiable and enforceable. 
 
While no mandatory audit assurance is required for voluntary sustainability reports, 
the ENGO participants have discussed how forestry certification systems have been 
sought by forestry corporations as a way to provide verification and accredited 
information that their products come from sustainably managed forests. The Forest 
Stewardship Council (FSC) certification seemed to be much more favoured by the 
participants affiliated to ENGOs than the Australian Forestry Standard (AFS). The 
AFS was criticised for being set up by the forestry industry and does not consider the 
voice of a range of users, particularly environmental groups, and an issue that has 
been discussed previously in the thesis. The participant from ENGO 01 stated that: 
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The Australian Forestry Standard we have no regard for, it is an industry standard, it 
is set up by the industry for the industry. It does not protect forests at all as far as we 
can see. 
 
On the other side of the story, several participants went on to say that the AFS is a 
“cover up” strategy used by the industry to “hide its flaws” by having a shield of a 
certification standard where in reality the compliance and monitoring of 
sustainability issues is limited (ENGO 05). The ENGO participants favoured the FSC 
in comparison to the AFS due to its stakeholder-inclusiveness approach. The 
development of the FSC was described as a response from the ENGOs due to the 
lack of government intervention with regard to holding forestry corporations 
accountable for their forest management. For example, ENGO 02 reflected that: 
Fifteen years ago when it was clear that the Government could not be trusted and 
could not be shifted to adopting good and rigorous management systems that protect 
old- growth forests in logging regimes. We [referring to ENGOs collectively] agreed 
that the FSC was the most robust model. It had the best series of indicators; 
principles to guide operations, and it gave voice to non-corporate players through its 
three chamber structures [referring to the social, environmental and economic pillars 
of sustainability]. 
The FSC certification body is therefore perceived as a useful form of a third-party 
certification for forestry corporations given that it considers three key groups – 
indigenous people, employees working in the industry and environmentalists (ENGO 
02, p. 5).  
 
In addition to the perceptions shared by the participants for the need for audit-assured 
sustainability reports, a majority of them shared their views on forestry corporations’ 
producing such voluntary disclosures as a “legitimacy strategy”. This is further 
examined in the next sub-section. 
 
5.3.3 Legitimacy strategy 
ENGO participants and third-party commentators shared the perspective that forestry 
corporations may be producing sustainability reports as a strategy to maintain or 
defend their corporate legitimacy. They suggested that corporations tend to provide 
favourable rather than unfavourable information about their social and environmental 
performance during the reporting period. Therefore, voluntary sustainability reports 
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are viewed as a strategic approach by corporations to deflect stakeholder attention 
from any sustainability practice. A supporting example for this comes from the 
participant affiliated to ENGO 01 stated that: 
sustainability reports are mostly a strategy used to maintain corporate legitimacy. 
Often the corporations are saying, "look we are not having a high impact on the 
environment, look how sustainable we are; we are doing this; we are doing that, but 
then the ENGOs would say you are having a huge impact on the environment. 
The comment above could also suggest that there is a gap between what is reported 
and actually done in practice. The case of Gunns was a prime example used to 
support such a perspective. While the corporation was one of the two in the industry 
who produced stand-alone sustainability reports, in practice the corporation faced 
significant conflicts with environmental groups relating to Gunns’ proposed mill 
project, which was seen as damaging to the future of Australian native forests. 
 
The difference between the sustainability reports and corporate sustainability practice 
suggests that there needs to be a consensus in the forestry industry on what a 
sustainability report should consist of. ENGO 05 described the term sustainability as 
being: 
the most over-used and misused word in the English language. All the sustainability 
reports and lovely statements and advertising around disclosures do not mean 
anything unless measurable on the ground. The problem is that while corporations 
tell us that they are committed to the protection of biodiversity, what is happening on 
the ground may be different. 
Supporting the above statement, ENGO 02 went on to say that “now sustainability is 
just a badge that people wave around, it is a feel-good thing; everyone is sustainable, 
so it is meaningless. In the forestry industry…sustainability reports are a tick in the 
box. It is aspirational, not verified externally and often there are no targets. If you are 
muddling towards sustainability at one kilometre an hour you are never going to get 
to where you are going”.  
 
The lack of understanding about what sustainability reporting entails and its use for 
strategic corporate legitimacy reasons may be supported through the case of Gunns 
as discussed by the participants. The corporation made an attempt to produce 
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voluntary disclosures, yet its management team lacked sufficient understanding of 
what sustainability meant.  
 
The perspectives shared by those affiliated with ENGOs were further supported by 
Journalist 02, who had dealt with the CEO of Gunns during her reporting. She 
reflected on the time when she interviewed the individual and had asked him why the 
corporation was producing sustainability reports. Recounting the discussion between 
her and the CEO, she said: 
I feel like Gunns was extremely confrontational and even after the CEO left. There 
did not seem to be much progress under sustainability reporting...they lost so much 
trust, and no one was willing to engage with them. 
 
Figure 5.1 provides an illustration of the perspectives shared by the participants on 
sustainability reporting in the Australian forestry industry that were discussed in this 
section of the chapter. 
 
Figure 5.1 Perspectives on sustainability in the forestry industry 
   
 
Now that the perspectives of the stakeholders are presented, the next section provides 
a discussion on how ENGOs have influenced sustainability reporting and the 
practices of corporations through various strategies depending on their relationships 
with the industry. 
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5.4 ENGO influences on sustainability 
The findings suggested that ENGOs adopt a variety of strategies to influence forestry 
corporations and meet their sustainability objectives, however two of them have 
stood out. The first is “advocacy” which identifies campaigns as a form of strategy 
used by ENGOs to influence corporations, particularly sustainability practice. The 
second is “eclectic strategies”, which describes how environmental groups 
simultaneously engage in both collaborative and confrontational activities to 
strategically influence forestry corporations’ sustainability reporting and 
environmental practices. These two strategies are further discussed in the following 
sub-sections. 
 
5.4.1 Advocacy  
Advocacy is a form of activism that has been previously and is currently used by 
environmental groups to influence forestry corporations’ environmental practices. 
Alliance campaigning in particular has played a major role in allowing 
environmental groups to influence the industry, especially in the management and 
future of native forests (ENGO 01, ENGO 02). An example of this was given by 
ENGO 02, who reflected back on the time during the mid-1990s where 
environmental groups campaigned in East Gippsland to stop logging that was set to 
take place in a rainforest catchment area. The participant said that while half of the 
catchment was damaged, the other half was saved because of the campaigns that the 
ENGOs ran for more than a decade. 
 
In more recent years, the case of Gunns was an example of how alliance campaigns 
among environmental groups were used to influence the corporation to shift its mill 
project away from logging native forests. The members of state and national ENGOs, 
such as the Huon Valley Environment Centre and Still Wild Still Threatened, FoE 
Australia and TWS Australia formed alliances to voice their opposition. 
Strategically, their advocacy strategies involved using public campaigns, street stalls, 
events, rallies, and marches to make their sustainability stance. While it took some 
time and a variety of resources for the environmental groups to meet their 
sustainability objective, a campaign was perceived as an influential strategy. This 
form of campaigning allowed the ENGOs to form a singular voice to reach their 
target in the industry. Supporting this view, ENGO 05 said: 
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we [ENGOs] campaigned against them [referring to Gunns] in various ways, 
including in the overseas market and they [referring to Gunns] responded by trying 
to take down our organisation by suing it, and that became an iconic battle. 
Subsequently, the pressure we applied on Gunns and the forestry industry influenced 
market changes, which impacted the industry, but more so the structural impact of 
the international market. 
The responses from the participants could be an indication that environmental groups 
do have the power to influence forestry corporations by using campaigns to re-direct 
the focus of those stakeholders that the industry relies on for financial resources 
towards sustainability issues that need to be addressed. This further emphasises that 
when a corporation tell different stories in its sustainability reporting and practices, 
environmental groups could use alliance campaigns to hold those corporations more 
accountable for their actions by spreading awareness about the issue to the public. 
 
Sustainability Consultant 01 also supported the view that campaigns could 
effectively influence a change in forestry corporations’ sustainability practices. She 
reflected back on her observations about the case of Gunns and how environmental 
groups formed alliances against the corporation’s pulp mill project. The campaign 
resulted in influencing the Australia and New Zealand Banking Group Limited 
(ANZ) to stop financing the project. She described ENGOs’ campaign as successful 
in influencing the opinions of those stakeholders who were going to be potential 
capital providers for Gunns. 
 
The approach taken by the environmental groups that campaigned against the Gunns’ 
project may also be interpreted through Banerjee and Bonnefous’s (2011) 
framework. The “obstructive” group, which are the ENGOs, formed alliances with 
one another to influence the perceptions of those stakeholders that a corporation may 
regard as being supportive. In this manner, environmental groups have the power to 
target those stakeholders that a corporation relies on for resources, particularly 
financial ones needed for survival of the business. 
 
Along with advocacy through alliance campaigns, ENGOs use eclectic strategies to 
influence the sustainability reporting and practices of corporations. This is further 
discussed in the next sub-section. 
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5.4.2 Eclectic strategies 
Eclectic activism is a term used to describe how ENGOs use a mixture of both 
collaborative and confrontational strategies to influence sustainability reporting and 
practice. For instance, an environmental group could participate in negotiations with 
a corporation or the industry, while simultaneously naming and shaming 
sustainability practice of corporations through campaigns, placing pressure for 
government intervention to meet their sustainability objective. As described by 
ENGO 01: 
I think you need to have multiple strategies, and I think you have to try everything. 
However in terms of what will work, I do not think most corporations are prepared 
to change while there’s an economical benefit for them. I think as long as people are 
seeing that there’s some economical benefit for them, it is very hard to change their 
mind, their attitudes, and their working methods. Gunns was a prime example in the 
forestry industry. 
The above statement suggests that environmental groups could engage with those 
stakeholders that a forestry corporation classifies as supportive by releasing 
information to them about any sustainability practice that the corporation has been 
involved in, as seen in the case of Gunns and ANZ bank campaigning. In addition, 
collaborative engagement with forestry corporations and interaction with the 
government is also sought by environmental groups to reach their sustainability 
objective if the corporations are not responsive. ENGO 02 described some of the 
strategies implemented by environmental groups in the past. He said that ENGOs 
have engaged with consumers and have sought to educate them, while also working 
with the government to form plans about the future of forestry management in 
Australia. 
 
Supporting the need for an eclectic strategy to influence corporate reporting and 
practices, ENGO 05 shared that previously ENGOs had a strong focus on being very 
adversarial and seeking electoral or government policy decisions. That would be 
based on the recognition of community and putting pressure on the government to 
craft an outcome. He further went on to say: 
we [referring to ENGOs] feel we are operating on a space where we will not be shy 
about undertaking radical activities and will not be shy about building strong 
pressure, but at the same time we recognise there is a need for collaboration for 
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results to be achieved so we think it is possible with the right organisation and 
integrity to straddle that line. 
 
ENGO 06 suggested that eclectic strategies both internationally and nationally have 
been implemented in their organisations. He explained that there needs to be a 
combination between confrontational and collaborative strategies in order for 
environmental groups to be able to influence sustainability practice and sustainability 
reports. ENGOs’ way of influencing what happens in terms of the future for native 
forests (what is happening in practice) has involved more of a confrontational 
approach through advocacy. At the same time, ENGOs could be engaging in forestry 
certification systems and corporate engagements to influence the reporting by 
businesses. He went on to say that: 
I think it needs a combination of methods; we tend to have fairly different views to a 
lot of other ENGOs operating in Australia that does take more of a confrontational 
approach and also have different positions around support or objection to native 
forestry. We are not against native forestry, it is all about how it is managed and we 
think that the native forestry can be managed sustainably, that is where FSC was 
used as an indicator for that (ENGO 06). 
Thus, ENGOs resort to collaborative engagement with the industry through 
sustainability initiatives such as the FSC certification system or by working with 
corporations to offer feedback on their sustainability reports. Whether a collaborative 
or a confrontational approach should be used by ENGOs to influence forestry 
corporations is dependent on how a business responds to the environmental groups’ 
concerns. ENGO 06 explained this thought in the following statement: 
as other ENGOs, I think there certainly is still a place for the campaigning strategy 
that should be limited to when a firm is demonstrably negligent to their duties. If a 
business is willing to change, has got some concrete steps and targets in place, then 
our organisation is willing to work with them and hope that other NGOs can respect 
this approach. However if targets are not being met or obligations are not being 
accepted, then I think there certainly is a place for traditional campaigning and 
public exposure of those methods (ENGO 06). 
 
Different situations call for different tactics. For instance, the case of Gunns revealed 
that the corporation was creating voluntary sustainability reports, yet adopting 
unsustainable business practices. Given the gap between the business’s rhetoric 
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(sustainability reporting) and reality (sustainability practice), ENGOs were more 
concerned with influencing the environmental practices of the business than focusing 
so much on their reporting as the disclosures were perceived as a legitimacy façade. 
From a third-party commentator’s perspective, Academic 02 stated that: 
collaboration requires a deal of compromise and power is on the side of the 
corporation, especially a corporation as Gunns that had large resources, and 
significant political power in Tasmania. There needs to be some media exposure to 
reach a broader audience, otherwise you are only reaching the people who see the 
confrontation or, I guess these days there’s social media. 
 
Based on the collective perspectives shared by the participants, it seems that ENGOs 
tend to implement a confrontational approach to influence the forestry industry’s 
sustainability practice (stopping the logging of native forests). Whereas a 
collaborative approach is applied to influence sustainability reporting. Nevertheless, 
the findings indicated that in reality, environmental groups have been more focused 
on influencing the practice of corporations than their reporting. Academic 01 
explains this situation as: 
most of their [referring to ENGOs] activism is about environmental activity, so to 
stop whaling or stop polluting or native logging. The problem about reporting is not 
in their strategies, so what you focus on is gathering what they think about 
sustainability reporting (Academic 01). 
These ideas have been shared by the participants and suggest that different 
relationships between ENGOs and forestry corporations call for different measures. 
A more collaborative strategy is applied by environmental groups when wanting to 
influence business reporting, while a confrontational approach is reserved for 
extreme cases where they feel that their concerns are dismissed by corporations (as 
seen in the case of Gunns) and may want to influence the sustainability practices of 
corporations. These findings are further reflected on in Chapter 6. 
 
5.5 Chapter conclusion 
In light of the findings, the major conflict between ENGOs and the forestry industry 
has involved the protection of Australian native forests for the present and future 
generations. From the ENGO perspective, the forestry industry has attempted to 
legitimise corporate reputation by having a shield of certification standards such as 
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the AFS. The stakeholders believe that the management team of the business should 
not only be focusing on complying with a forestry certification standard, but also 
monitoring what is in fact happening on the ground, its practices. When it comes to 
forestry certification systems as a means of encouraging forestry businesses to 
incorporate sustainability as part of the business’s operations, the FSC is much more 
favoured than the AFS from the ENGO stance. The findings have suggested that the 
FSC has been much more accepted because environmental groups were involved in 
the standard’s creation, unlike the AFS, which was developed by the industry for its 
people and has provided a voice for the indigenous people. 
 
This chapter presented the findings and provided an interpretation of the emerging 
themes. Environmental groups perspectives about sustainability reporting in the 
forestry industry was identified as a legitimacy strategy to maintain a good corporate 
image. The participants suggested that there is a gap between what is being reported 
and what is done in actual practice. This is consistent with the findings presented in 
Chapter 4 which identified that there was lack of balanced favourable and 
unfavourable sustainability information in the reports released by the corporations 
examined and the lack of ENGO stakeholder engagement recognised in any of the 
web-based material assessed. From the ENGO and third-party commentators’ 
perspectives, legislation would be essential to enforce audit assurance on the social 
and environmental information released by corporations, and be able to hold them 
more accountable for their sustainability practices. 
 
The findings suggested that ENGOs were more concerned with influencing 
sustainability practices of forestry corporations than their sustainability reporting. 
This is because a corporation may release information that its management may 
perceive to be appropriate to manage corporate legitimacy and “whitewash” 
stakeholders’ perceptions than actually taking responsibility for its sustainability 
impact. ENGOs have used multiple strategies over the 30 years that they have battled 
with the forestry industry to end native logging. A confrontation strategy has tended 
to be reserved for those situations where the industry is not responding to the 
ENGOs’ sustainability concerns or the government is not intervening to provide a 
resolution to the problem that exists in practice. By contrast, a collaborative strategy 
is described as the most useful strategy when wanting to influence the sustainability 
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reporting of corporations. There is no one way an ENGO can effectively influence a 
corporation but multiple strategies – depending on its sustainability objective (is it to 
influence corporate practice? reporting? Or both?). This is connected with an eclectic 
strategy which supports the need for both collaborations and confrontations is 
essential to influence forestry corporations. 
 
The next chapter brings together the corporate and stakeholder perspectives 
presented in chapters 4 and 5 for a deeper discussion about the implications made to 
the research questions. The issues in the sustainability reports identified in Chapter 4 
are discussed and reflected upon by making connections with the literature explored 
and also the perspectives shared by the ENGOs and third-party commentators. The 
views held by environmental groups that were presented in this chapter are also 
interpreted from a reflective stance to make deeper connections with the findings and 
their implications to the focus of the study. 
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Chapter 6 
 
DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS 
 
 
 
6.1 Chapter introduction 
The discussion in this chapter provides an interpretation of the findings presented in 
chapters 4 and 5. Chapter 4 presented the analysis, findings and discussion of the 
web-based material that shed light on the corporate perspective towards 
sustainability reporting. In Chapter 5, the ENGO perspective and influences on 
sustainability in the context of the Australian forestry industry was analysed, results 
presented and discussed. Now, in this chapter, the corporate and ENGO perspectives 
are brought together for a deeper reflection about the implications made about the 
current state of sustainability reporting and the relationships between businesses and 
environmental groups when it comes to the disclosures and sustainability practice. 
 
The chapter commences with a discussion on the two major existing issues in 
sustainability reporting of forestry corporations. These include the lack of balanced 
favourable and unfavourable social and environmental disclosures, and 
management’s lack of engagement with ENGOs. Such problems support the 
perspective that sustainability reports may be produced by corporations to manage or 
regain threatened legitimacy. An argument about the need for GRI forestry sector 
supplements is put forward that could enhance the quality and content of 
sustainability reporting through increased support to the industry by the globally 
recognised sustainability framework. The GRI guidelines are useful for forestry 
corporations to provide broad information regarding their sustainability performance. 
A sector supplement would enhance the quality and content of the report as it 
provides additional guidance about the importance of balanced information and 
stakeholder engagement which were two of the characteristics that a majority of the 
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forestry corporations provided limited information on, discussed in Chapter 4. A 
forestry sector supplement may encourage businesses to be more conscious about 
their sustainability impacts and the need to align the disclosures made with what 
corporations practice in order to demonstrate more responsibility for their actions. 
Based on the findings in Chapter 4 and the GRI sector supplements for the mining 
and metals industry, a forestry sector supplement is proposed and discussed. 
 
The ENGO influence on sustainability reporting and practice is then presented in 
light of the web-based material findings in Chapter 4, and the perspectives shared by 
the participants in Chapter 5. The influences of environmental groups is discussed 
through an ENGO engagement framework that was developed based upon the 
findings of this study and the work of Banerjee and Bonnefous’s (2011) stakeholder 
management, and Utting’s (2005) civil society/NGO activism strategies. The 
framework has been designed to provide an understanding on the multiple strategies 
that ENGOs could use to engage with forestry corporations in order to influence the 
sustainability reporting or practice, whichever is the environmental group’s 
objective. The chapter then concludes with a summary of the key findings and their 
significance for the body of knowledge, which is further discussed in the concluding 
chapter, Chapter 7. 
 
6.2 Sustainability reporting as a legitimacy strategy 
The current sustainability reports produced by forestry corporations operating in the 
Australian forestry industry seem to be unbalanced when it comes to the 
management team of the business making favourable and unfavourable sustainability 
disclosures. The focus on the positive achievements and the lack of regard to the 
challenges faced by the corporation during the reporting period is perceived by 
ENGOs as a strategic legitimacy approach used by corporations to manage their 
image and reputation. The disregard of the obstacles and placing more attention on 
the awards and achievements is influencing environmental groups to view 
sustainability reports as a “greenwashing spin”. In order for such reporting to be 
enhanced in quality and content, there needs to both acknowledgement and 
awareness by the management team about the sustainability issues faced by the 
corporation along with its achievements. 
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While disclosing unfavourable information is not something a business would 
ideally want to do as it could bring on a negative backlash by stakeholders, it would, 
however, demonstrate some form of corporate responsibility for the actions taken. 
The disclosures made could work in favour of the business to repair its threatened 
legitimacy by demonstrating that the corporation is attentive to facing sustainability 
issue and is not rejecting or denying its responsibility. 
 
In Chapter 5, the case of Gunns was provided by a journalist participant to 
demonstrate how the high level of management team appeared to be unfamiliar as to 
why social and environmental dimensions are important for the business’s long-term 
survival, despite the management team releasing voluntary sustainability reports. 
Reflecting on the time that the journalist interviewed the ex-CEO about Gunns’ 
proposed Tamar Valley mill and the conflict that the corporation experienced with 
environmental groups she said: 
what I found fascinating when I went to lunch with the CEO in 2001...who was not 
remotely engaged in any community concerns even broad environmental concerns 
(Journalist 03). 
 
What appears to be the problem here is that management’s lack of initiative towards 
open dialogue with multi-stakeholders on sustainability issues could impact the way 
a corporation is perceived, and ultimately legitimacy is threatened when the social 
contract between the business and society is broken, according to legitimacy theory 
(Lindblom, 1994). A corporation has an implicit social contract to operate between 
itself and society. A business could lose its license to operate by breaching society’s 
norms and expectations (O’Donovan, 2002). The motivating factor for businesses to 
embrace sustainability reporting under legitimacy theory could be interpreted as a 
form of disclosure released by the corporation to strategically legitimise its 
reputation by operating within society’s norms and expectations (Deegan, 2014; 
Deegan & Blomquist, 2006). In this study, the case of Gunns was an example of how 
sustainability reporting may be used by corporations for reputation and image 
purposes rather than actual claimed social and environmental responsibility. 
 
The findings from this study further suggest that in order for corporations to ensure 
they continue to maintain their social license to operate, the management team 
Chapter 6 Discussion 
159 
 
should be more willing to learn about what sustainability entails and the need for 
multi-stakeholder engagement to overcome social and environmental concerns of 
users such as ENGOs and community members. At the present, corporations that are 
releasing voluntary sustainability reports are doing so based on what they believe 
stakeholders demand, and usually, the focus is on financial stakeholders. This 
approach of meeting the information needs of financial stakeholders is a consistent 
principle, related to how mandatory annual financial reports are produced. However, 
in accordance with the GRI framework, a sustainability report needs to be prepared 
beyond the corporate mentality of managing financial users but also incorporating 
the needs of multi-stakeholders, including environmental groups. However, this is 
lacking in practice and qualitative favourable and unfavourable information relating 
to social and environmental impacts of the corporation are limited or not 
acknowledged in a majority of sustainability disclosures examined in this study. 
 
At the present, each of the five forestry corporations has approached sustainability 
reporting in a different manner. As discussed in Chapter 4, some corporations have 
chosen to report and others not. Their actions or inactions can be interpreted through 
the theoretical frameworks explored in the literature in Chapter 2. The next section 
provides a discussion on how some of these frameworks were applied to interpret the 
findings and how forestry corporations appear to regard sustainability reporting.   
 
6.3 Corporate understanding of sustainability 
Following on from the perspective shared in the findings that sustainability reports 
are produced by forestry corporations primarily for legitimacy reasons, this could be 
linked to a particular phase in the Dunphy et al. (2003) framework. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, the framework is based on the different stages that corporations progress 
towards sustainability into their business operations. Figure 6.1 provides an 
illustration of each phase that a corporation may progress through. 
 
The phases start from “rejection” of sustainability to being “non-responsive” towards 
sustainability issues due to lack of awareness rather than opposition. A corporation 
may then move towards incorporating sustainability as part of the business for 
“compliance” reasons to reduce the possibility of failing to meet minimum standards 
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required for the industry it is operating in. It is then at the “efficiency” and “strategic 
sustainability” phases where a business becomes more aware about what 
sustainability entails and why it is important to include it as part of the business’s 
strategy for long-term survival. 
 
Figure 6.1 Phases towards embracing sustainability 
(Source: Dunphy et al. 2003, modified by Lauren 2013) 
 
 
Reflecting on the findings of the web-based materials, those forestry corporations 
that produced voluntary sustainability reports (Gunns and PaperlinX) and minimal 
disclosures on their websites (Papyrus and TFS) could be doing so for “compliance” 
and risk-reduction reasons under the third phase of Dunphy et al. (2003). Forestry 
corporations operate in an environmentally sensitive industry and have been under 
public scrutiny. As a method to reduce the risk of being questioned by stakeholders 
and manage corporate reputation, these forestry corporations have chosen to 
voluntarily release sustainability information. 
 
The perspectives shared by ENGOs and third-party commentators told another side 
of the story, which could be interpreted in a different manner to the corporate view 
on sustainability. While PaperlinX, Papyrus, TFS and RuralAus Investments (which 
did not release any sustainability information and may be at the “rejection” stage) 
were not criticised, the case of Gunns was used as an example by the participants to 
demonstrate the gap that could exist between what is reported and done in practice 
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by a business. Gunns’ management team was reluctant to engage with environmental 
stakeholders and to resolve some of the sustainability concerns. The senior 
management of the corporation appeared to lack understanding about the importance 
of sustainability despite producing stand-alone voluntary reports. This may be 
understood through the second phase of the Dunphy et al. (2003) scale, which is 
“non-responsive”. 
 
The findings could also be interpreted through the Zadek (2004) framework which is 
based on five stages of organisational learning about corporate social responsibility. 
Discussed in Chapter 2, the five stages begin from the attitude of “it’s not our job to 
fix that” at the “defensive” stage, to “we’ll do as much as we have to” at the 
“compliance” stage. A business is then said to progress towards “it’s the business, 
stupid” at the “managerial” stage and “it gives us a competitive edge” at the 
“strategic” stage. At the final “civil” stage is where a corporation is identified as 
fully embracing its responsibility to address stakeholders’ concerns and encourages 
awareness about corporate social responsibility (CSR) so that “everybody else is 
doing it”. While this study does not focus on CSR in specific but more so on 
sustainability and specifically the environmental dimension, the findings could be 
linked to the “compliance”, “managerial” and “strategic” stages.  
 
Under the “compliance” stage, a corporation learns to create policies that are 
accessible by critics to observe what they have or have not agreed to do in practice. 
Compliance creates value by protecting the corporation’s reputation and reduces the 
risk of litigation, thus, doing “as much as the corporation has to do” (Zadek, 2004, p. 
126). Papyrus and RuralAus Investments produced images and declarative 
statements on their websites, not stand-alone sustainable or annual reports, to engage 
in some form of dialogue about their social and environmental performance. The 
approach taken in the reporting could be perceived as both corporations having some 
form of social responsibility without fully embracing sustainability reporting. 
 
At the “managerial” stage, corporations begin to realise that they are facing long- 
term problems that cannot be ignored. Managers have a responsibility to resolve 
problems and form solutions because compliance with standards and policies 
requires the people of the corporation to take responsibility. TFS was the only 
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corporation that could be interpreted to be this stage. Though the corporation did not 
develop stand-alone sustainability reports, it provided a section in its annual reports, 
which discussed the corporation’s awareness about the long-term social and 
environmental challenges that cannot be ignored and will be working towards 
incorporating the GRI framework to develop stand-alone sustainability reports in the 
near future. 
 
The “strategic” stage is based upon the view that a corporation develops disclosure 
to demonstrate its social responsibility for tactical purposes. This is done to enhance 
the long-term survival of the corporation by integrating societal issues in its 
processes. Gunns and PaperlinX could be recognised as being at this stage. Both 
corporations produced stand-alone sustainability reports, though they are ad-hoc. 
The findings, therefore, may imply that these forestry corporations produced 
voluntary disclosures to keep up with the “competition or conform to the initiatives 
made available to the industry” they are operating in. Conforming to changing 
societal expectations is necessary for business survival and manages or regains 
threatened legitimacy (Tilt, 1994, 2007). 
 
Lindblom (1994) suggested that corporations adopted multiple strategies to maintain 
or defend their legitimacy. The author proposed four strategies which corporations 
resort to when their legitimacy is threatened. Deegan and Blomquist (2006, p. 10) 
summarises Lindblom summarises the strategies as the following: 
1) Seek to educate and inform stakeholders about actual changes that the 
corporation has taken to improve its sustainability performance; 
2) Seek to change the perceptions of stakeholders through disclosures but 
not change actual behaviour in practice; 
3) Seek to manipulate stakeholders’ perceptions by deflecting attention from 
any practice to other emotive symbols [which tends to be related to 
positive achievements of the corporation]; 
4) Seek to change external expectations of stakeholders with regard to its 
performance. 
 
The strategies proposed by Lindblom could shed light on how forestry corporations 
are using sustainability disclosure as a way to manage corporate legitimacy. As seen 
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in the findings presented in Chapter 4, Gunns and PaperlinX produced stand-alone 
sustainability reports as a way to deflect stakeholders’ questioning about any 
sustainability practice they had been involved in and divert attention from their 
achievements. For instance, PaperlinX’s reports mainly consisted of information 
about its sustainability awards that had been received during the reporting period, yet 
nothing was mentioned about where their paper products were purchased from or if 
their suppliers’ forests were sustainably managed. Gunns took a similar approach by 
developing voluntary sustainability reports, which focused on information relating to 
awards and achievements, with no regard to the environmental impact their proposed 
mill project had towards the future of native forests in Australia. Thus, the actions 
taken by these two corporations could be linked to the third strategy proposed by 
Lindblom’s (1994). 
 
The findings also suggested that TFS disclosed in its annual reports that the 
management team was aware of the importance of integrating sustainability as part 
of its business reporting. Over the period of the reports that were analysed, a 
statement was consistently made on a yearly basis that the corporation was going to 
embrace the GRI guidelines and prepare voluntary stand-alone sustainability reports. 
However, this seemed to be a pattern of the corporation doing the “talk” but not 
actually taking action. TFS began to bring in social and environmental concepts and 
references to the GRI framework during the period where such terminology became 
prominent in the Australian forestry industry from 2009 onwards. The inconsistency 
between what was said and done could be linked to stage two of Lindblom (1994), 
which indicates that a corporation may strategically disclose a piece of information 
that is known to influence the perceptions of its stakeholders but not follow through 
on declarative statements made. 
 
While the corporate perspective towards sustainability reporting may be perceived to 
fit stages two and three of Lindblom (1994), the ENGO perspective identified in 
Chapter 5 requires that corporations meet stage one. This would involve corporations 
acknowledging the sustainability issues that they face and release information that 
details the changes made to improve their sustainability practices. Sustainability 
reports may be seen in a different light, away from the idea of being faced if forestry 
corporations demonstrate their responsibility towards their social and environmental 
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impacts through aligned rhetoric (sustainability disclosures) and reality 
(sustainability practices – “environmental corporate practices”). 
 
The findings may also be interpreted through the work of Buhr (2007), discussed in 
Chapter 2. The author proposed reasons as to why corporations could be motivated 
to produce sustainability reports. Some of the rationales that are consistent with the 
findings from this study are “image management” and “social pressure”. In terms of 
image management, forestry corporations have seemed to take a reactive approach to 
sustainability reporting. Buhr (2007) describes the corporate perspective as: 
there is a reaction to a disaster “X” in our industry. We must do damage control and 
report on how we have safeguards in place so that we are not like disaster “X” (p. 
64). 
As explained in Chapter 5, a majority of the participants identified Gunns as an 
example of a forestry corporation that faced a lot of disasters leading to its collapse 
in the industry. One of the major disasters the corporation faced was its proposed 
mill project, which was opposed by ENGOs due to its reliance on native forests – 
which are in decline in Australia and safeguarding them has been the primary 
sustainability objective of environmental groups. Gunns’ way to deflect ENGOs’ 
concerns and questions was through stand-alone sustainability reports and a 2011 
report that was prepared by an independent consultancy group known as Pax 
Populus “social sustainability advisers” detailed stakeholder attitudes toward the 
pulp mill project. This could be perceived as a mechanism for Gunns to suggest that 
the corporation had taken into consideration the pros and cons of the proposed mill. 
A majority of those stakeholders who took part in the research conducted by Pax 
Populus for Gunns those in the forestry industry and government officials rather than 
multi-stakeholders involving ENGOs. Gunns appeared to be more reactive to 
sustainability concerns of environmental groups and the attitude carried through by 
its management team could be described as “Why do we need to communicate with 
anyone other than shareholders?” (Buhr, 2007, p. 64). 
 
However, these perspectives about Gunns’ sustainability reporting or practice cannot 
be used to generalise that all forestry corporations produce sustainability reports to 
“mask unaccountability” for their social and environmental performances. To 
enhance sustainability disclosures produced by forestry corporations will first require 
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an understanding of what it is that stakeholders such as ENGOs are searching for in 
such a report. Just as shareholders are consulted when annual reports are prepared, 
the information needs of environmental stakeholders would need to also be 
considered when preparing sustainability reports. What is classified as a 
comprehensively balanced sustainability report from the ENGO perspective is 
further discussed in the next section. 
 
6.4 The ‘missing ink’ in sustainability reports 
According to the GRI guidelines, a sustainability report should present balanced 
information about the corporation’s social and environmental performance for the 
specific reporting period it has been released for. The qualitative characteristic of 
balance is defined by the GRI as the following: 
The report should reflect positive and negative aspects of the organisation’s 
performance to enable a reasoned assessment of overall performance (GRI, 2013). 
The issue of “unbalanced” sustainability reports in the forestry industry has been 
discussed in sections 6.2 and 6.3. From an ENGO perspective, a report should 
provide detailed information of both the corporation’s achievements and challenges 
with regard to its social and environmental performance. This is of particular 
importance if a corporation is perceived to be facing social and environmental 
disasters that are threatening its legitimacy (social licence to operate). 
 
In order for environmental groups to regard a sustainability report as a way of a 
corporation demonstrating its social and environmental responsibility, the findings 
suggest that there are certain disclosures that are required, which forestry 
corporations have tended to lack. For instance, ENGOs have demonstrated that the 
information they would want to see in a sustainability report relating to the 
business’s social performance would include issues relating to “employment 
statistics”, “compliance with equitable employment and anti-discrimination” and 
“stakeholder engagement”. Disclosures relating to such social elements are of 
interest to ENGOs, especially those with a social objective that acknowledges power 
struggles and politics involved between corporations, its employees and external 
stakeholders. A majority of the forestry corporations examined in this study 
disclosed some information relating to their social employee commitment but were 
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very generic and limited in discussion of the policies that have been employed to 
comply with equal opportunities and strengthening stakeholder dialogue – especially 
with external stakeholders such as ENGOs and community members. 
 
At the environmental dimension level, some of the information that had been 
described as essential for a corporation to have in a sustainability report from an 
ENGO perspective would include disclosures relating to “biodiversity protection, the 
role that forests can play in managing or regulating water and soil and preventing 
soil erosion, and carbon would be another area of importance” (ENGO 06). In 
summary, “soil”, “water”, “biodiversity” and “carbon” are some of the indicators 
that environmental groups are interested to read about in a corporation’s 
sustainability report. Reflecting back on the web-based materials of the five forestry 
corporations, PaperlinX tended to release information about its recycling 
commitment. The disclosure made was more descriptive in terms of why recycling is 
important, rather than providing actual details about how the corporation 
incorporates recycling as part of its sustainability practice. 
 
In a similar manner to PaperlinX, Gunns focused more on providing descriptions 
about why “soil” and “biodiversity” issues are important but did not actually provide 
details about the internal controls that had been set by the management team to 
ensure these environmental dimensions were safeguarded. As for TFS, information 
relating to the importance of CSR was present in the business’s reports but no 
greater depth was offered to demonstrate how the business was being socially 
responsible. Papyrus, however, attempted to make disclosures about how its 
operations involved using certain technologies to ensure environmental friendly 
products were developed by the corporation. 
 
Overall, the reports of the corporations demonstrated that a majority of them were 
focusing on making declarative statements about certain social and environmental 
concepts, but lacked details about the tasks undertaken to achieve sustainability 
commitments. 
 
From an ENGO perspective, some examples of corporations and industries were 
given by the participants for the forestry corporations to draw on when aiming to 
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produce a balanced sustainability report. ENGO 02 suggested Interface as one 
example. This is a manufacturing business based in the United States and was 
founded in 1994. Exploring this corporation’s website, it was found that the way 
sustainability information was disseminated is quite different to that of the forestry 
corporations examined in this research. A major difference was that Interface 
provided discussion on the environmental and social dimensions separately in detail 
including the activities that the corporation had been undertaking to manage its 
sustainability challenges. What seems to be lacking in forestry corporations’ 
sustainability reports is information about those activities undertaken to manage 
corporate social and environmental performance. ENGO 06 also suggested PUMA 
as an example of a corporation that produces both favourable and unfavourable 
information about its sustainability performance. This corporation is globally well 
known for its athletic clothing production and is based in Germany since 1948. The 
corporation is perceived from an environmental stakeholder’s perspective as being 
transparent about its environmental impacts in its sustainability reporting. While 
both Interface and PUMA operate in different industries, they began to release 
sustainability reports in the late 1990s, earlier than the ones in forestry. As explored 
in Chapter 2, 2009 was the year when sustainability reporting became popular in the 
Australian forestry industry (Australian Forests, 2010). 
 
The suggestions made by the ENGO participants about their examples of “business 
leaders of sustainability reporting” in other industries may be useful for forestry 
corporations to consider examining when preparing their own reports. However, for 
an environmentally sensitive industry such as forestry, the practice of making 
sustainability disclosures requires some form of authoritative direction from a global 
initiative such as the GRI. The GRI framework has designated certain industries with 
sector supplements to assist in helping them produce balanced and stakeholder-
inclusive sustainability reports, although, no sector specific guidelines have been 
provided for the forestry industry. For this reason, the findings of this study together 
with the sector supplements for mining and metals made available by the GRI 
enabled the researcher to develop a diagnostic tool that forestry corporations could 
use when producing their sustainability reports. This is further discussed in the next 
section. 
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6.5 The need for forestry sector supplements 
The GRI framework has designed sector supplements to enhance the sustainability 
reporting of corporations operating in industries such as mining and metals, electric 
utilities, and oil and gas. However, no supplements have been produced for forestry 
corporations, even though they operate in an environmentally high-impact industry 
and there has been a demand for it (Guan, 2014; Lempiäinen, 2011; Li et al. 2011; 
Mikkilä & Toppinen, 2008; Panwar & Hansen, 2008). The thesis findings were a 
motivating factor to develop a diagnostic tool that could be used as a “forestry sector 
supplement” based on the findings and an additional examination of the GRI 
reporting framework, especially the supplements that have been developed for the 
mining and metals industries. 
 
The supplement is developed for corporations that classify themselves as the 
“beginners” to sustainability reporting practices. The guidelines cover three 
components, “corporate profile”, “report parameters” and “governance, 
commitments and engagements”. 
 
First, the “corporate profile” section of the report would focus on ten elements, 
which provide an overall background to the corporation. A disclosure from the 
senior management team as to why sustainability performance is an essential part of 
the business’s long-term mission and vision is important in the “corporate profile”. 
There needs to be a demonstration in the statements made by senior personnel that 
goes beyond focusing on the business’s financial performance to its social and 
environmental responsibilities. Additionally, in this section of the report, it is 
essential that a discussion is provided about why stakeholder engagement is 
important to the business and with what type of groups the corporation has 
networked or engaged with in regard to its sustainability performance. 
 
In accordance with the GRI guidelines and the findings from this study, the process 
of sustainability reporting would require a relationship between the business and 
multiple internal and external stakeholders, including ENGOs. This is because a 
corporation cannot produce information for stakeholders based only on the corporate 
perspective, but must first understand the demands of its audience. Thus, open 
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dialogue is necessary and there needs to be an acknowledgement of the multi-
stakeholders involved in the process of the report development. 
 
The first section of the report must also cover a third-party verification statement 
ensuring that the sustainability report has been accredited by an external auditing 
firm. In order to restore stakeholders’ confidence in the information provided, audit 
assurance is necessary, especially in the forestry context (Hahn & Kuhnen, 2013; 
Toppinen et al. 2012). 
 
The forestry industry has tended to draw on forestry certification systems such as the 
AFS and FSC to provide some form of assurance for the products produced or 
purchased, indicating that they have come from sustainability managed forests. In 
addition to the information disclosed about the type of forestry certification obtained, 
there needs to be a statement assuring the readers that the report itself provides a true 
reflection of the business’s social and environmental performance in writing. An 
audit-assured report could to an extent close the gap that has existed between what 
has been said in the report and what has been done in practice. This could also 
influence the perceptions of stakeholders, particularly environmental groups, that the 
sustainability report is not only produced for strategic legitimacy reasons, but that 
the corporation is responsible for its sustainability commitment. 
 
Information relating to the key opportunities and sustainability challenges faced must 
also be acknowledged in the “corporate profile”. As the findings have suggested, 
what appears to be lacking in the reports produced by forestry corporations is 
balanced information about both favourable and unfavourable social and 
environmental performance. By outlining the achievements, growth opportunities 
and the obstacles that the corporation has faced during the reporting period, 
stakeholders are provided with a comprehensive overview of the business’s 
operations.  
 
An example of the growth opportunities that could be highlighted in the 
sustainability report could be the use of technologies to develop sustainably friendly 
products, as Papyrus has done. As for the obstacles, matters relating to the 
management and resolution of stakeholder conflicts would be necessary. Gunns 
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attempted to provide a section in its sustainability reports that briefly mentioned the 
number of complaints received from community members living near the mills in 
Tasmania, but no discussion was provided on how the issue was resolved. Also, 
there was no mention of the conflict that had existed between the corporation and 
ENGOs relating to its Tamar Valley mill project. The lack of acknowledgement 
about the issue in the business’s disclosures caused stronger conflicts, with 
environmental groups as they were being “shutdown” and ignored. Such an example 
could be used to show that it is important for a corporation to make disclosures 
relating to the “good and bad news” should it really be interested in having social 
responsibility that moves away from merely focusing on managing reputation 
(legitimacy strategy). 
 
The “corporate profile” section would also require a discussion of the type of 
products or services the corporation offers and details about the locations of 
operation. The findings have suggested that forestry corporations have provided such 
“introductory” information in their reports. The challenge that they face is relating to 
the “unfavourable” side of performance and stakeholder engagement that is currently 
missing and thus requires closer attention. Figure 6.2 provides an illustration of the 
purpose of “corporate profile” and what key issues it would cover. 
 
 
Figure 6.2 Corporate profile 
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Table 6.1 presents a more detailed checklist for each “corporate profile” requirement 
that forestry corporations could consider applying when disclosing their information 
about each of the ten elements proposed. The “corporate profile” checklist is created 
in a way so that the management team could cross reference where each section has 
been addressed in the sustainability report. The sections begin from 1.1 and end with 
1.10, focusing on disclosures relating to senior management’s awareness about the 
importance of reporting on sustainability performance, audit assured statement, 
growth opportunities, achievements, obstacles and the overall picture of business 
operations. 
Table 6.1 Corporate profile checklist 
Section Disclosure explanation Page number the criteria is 
addressed in the 
sustainability report 
 
1.1 Statement from the most senior decision-maker  
1.2 Statement from independent auditor on the report  
1.3 Description of key impacts, risks, and opportunities   
1.4 Description of primary brands, products, /or services  
1.5 Description of sustainability mission and vision  
1.6 Location of corporation's headquarters  
1.7 Number and names of countries that are relevant to the 
sustainability issues covered in the report 
 
1.8 Nature of ownership  
1.9 Significant changes during the reporting period  
1.10 Achievements and challenges are identified with a plan of 
action to be resolved by the next reporting period 
 
 
The second part of the sustainability report is “report parameters”. This section of the 
report would cover information regarding the reporting period, details about the 
contact person(s) and a copy of the sustainability policies that have been developed 
and applied by the corporation. An issue that has been identified in the findings was 
that ENGOs require stakeholder engagement, an open dialogue with corporations in 
order to decrease conflicts. This would also apply to other stakeholders. 
 
In order to ensure that the corporation is open to communication with its 
stakeholders, including environmental groups, there needs to be a section in the 
report that provides contact information for the person(s) in charge should there be 
questions needing further clarification or assistance. The corporation would need to 
assign a particular team of employees to work on its sustainability commitment and 
performance so that stakeholders’ questions are addressed in a timely manner. 
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Incorporating the sustainability policies applied by the corporation in the report 
would allow the readers to identify the consistencies between what is reported and 
how it has been followed through with adopted sustainability practices. Gunns and 
PaperlinX created sustainability policies, which were not found in their sustainability 
reports, but rather in a separate section on their company website. For comparability 
and consistency reasons, it would be essential for the policies to be also placed in the 
report so that the readers could have a better understanding of how the corporation 
carries through its tasks ensuring social and environmental impacts are managed. 
Information relating to the report parameters cycle is further illustrated in Figure 6.3. 
 
Table 6.2 offers a more detailed explanation of the requirement checklist of the three 
elements (beginning from sections 2.1 to 2.3) belonging to the “report parameters”. 
The checklist begins with identifying the year the report was developed, the contact 
personnel and the sustainability policies applied by the business. 
 
Figure 6.3 Report parameters 
  
 
From the corporate perspective, being able to make yearly sustainability reports 
could allow the management team to track its performance from one year to the next, 
finding trends and changes in its practices. This would also allow the identifying 
sustainability issues that require the corporation’s attention. The current issue with 
forestry corporations is that those that decided to provide stand-alone sustainability 
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reports have done so for a short period of time, mainly from 2009 to 2013. From 
stakeholders’ perspective, including ENGOs, information needs to be consistent and 
produced in a timely manner to allow for a better understanding of how the 
corporation is progressing towards its sustainability objectives over the years. To 
release information only when there is a “demand” for it during a specific year 
would be done by a business that is more focused on managing its legitimacy 
strategically rather than actually demonstrating its sustainability responsibility. By 
setting “report parameters”, a corporation is encouraged to keep track of its 
sustainability commitments over a long-term rather than a short-term basis. 
 
Table 6.2 Report parameter checklist 
Section Disclosure explanation Page number the criteria is 
addressed in the sustainability 
report 
2.1 The reporting period for the sustainability information is 
provided 
 
2.2 The contact details of the person in charge about the 
sustainability disclosures are provided to allow 
stakeholders to engage in dialogue should they require 
assistance in understanding the content or have 
questions regarding the report or sustainability practices 
 
2.3 Sustainability policies and procedures of current practice 
with regard to sustainability matters is disclosed in the 
report 
 
 
The final section of the report will require the corporation to provide information 
relating to its “governance, commitment and engagement”. This part of the report 
would need to cover issues relating to conflict of interest, dialogue with financial and 
non-financial stakeholders and identification of any obstacles faced during the 
reporting period. One of the major issues that the current sustainability reports in the 
forestry industry have is a lack of discussion about stakeholder conflicts and 
engagement. A majority of the corporations examined in this study have tended to 
focus on their financial stakeholders’ engagements and information needs. This issue 
stems through what the current Accounting Conceptual Framework, standards, 
definitions and principles regard as a stakeholder of a business being investors, 
lenders and creditors.  
 
The definition that has been implemented in the accounting Conceptual Framework, 
has restricted corporations to engage primarily with those stakeholders regarded as 
Chapter 6 Discussion 
174 
 
providing a financial resource to the business. This could be why a majority of the 
reports analysed showed that the discussions in the annual, stand-alone sustainability 
reports, sustainability policies and web pages of the forestry corporations were 
focused on shareholders and only two corporations (Gunns and PaperlinX) provided 
an additional word of “community” in their reporting. However, the term 
“community” is broad and unclear as to who is regarded as the community.  
 
The component of “Governance, commitment and engagements” in the final section 
of a sustainability report is one that is in need of most attention based on the 
findings. The management team would need to provide an explanation as to what the 
business’s governance looks like, and the processes put into place in order to 
overcome any conflicts of interest. Furthermore, given that a sustainability report is 
not only of interest to shareholders, a corporation would need to disclose information 
relating to its engagements with both financial and non-financial stakeholders. 
 
“Stakeholder engagement” is a fundamental step in the reporting process because of 
its role in defining the materiality and relevance of the information communicated, 
however, what is happening in reality is largely taking place is a stakeholder 
management approach rather than engagement, which is also supported by Manetti 
(2011). There are three key issues that need to be considered by forestry 
corporations. First, there needs to be a specific narration disclosure in the 
sustainability disclosures made on “stakeholder engagement”. Second, a 
corporation’s sustainability report should provide a description of the engagement 
practices relative to consultation, information sharing, decision making through 
participation and also have actions set in place for dispute resolutions. Third, the 
narration in the report should detail the policies that have been developed by the 
corporation to guide engagement practices through its operations and the role of 
range of stakeholders, including ENGOs being involved in the process. 
 
As discussed by the ENGO and third-party commentators, there have been increased 
conflicts between the forestry industry and environmental groups over the protection 
of native forests. Corporations acknowledging the importance of safeguarding native 
forests through engagement with financial and non-financial stakeholders would be 
essential. Sustainability-related issues do not only affect shareholders, investors and 
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the government. They impact a broader range of multi-stakeholders, including 
ENGOs and community members. Thus, a forestry corporation would need to 
disclose the type of engagement that exists with multi-stakeholders during the 
reporting period, and identify any obstacles faced during the process of engagement, 
as well as how they were resolved. The elements of this component are illustrated in 
Figure 6.4. 
 
Figure 6.4 Governance, commitment and engagement 
   
 
Table 6.3 presents a checklist of seven elements (Sections 3.1 to 3.7) that need to be 
addressed for “governance, commitment and engagement”. The criteria is set out in a 
manner in which the corporation identifies specifically the types of stakeholders 
engaged with (not only those that are classified as financial).  
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Table 6.3 Governance, commitment and engagement checklist 
Section Disclosure explanation Page number the criteria is 
addressed in the 
sustainability report 
 
3.1 Processes in place for the highest governance body to ensure 
conflicts of interest are avoided 
 
3.2 List of key stakeholders corporation has engaged with on 
sustainability-related matters (internal and external) 
 
3.3 Identification and selection of stakeholders with whom to 
engage 
 
3.4 Description of engagement the corporation has had with 
environmental organisations and community members 
 
3.5 Approaches to stakeholder engagement, including frequency 
of engagement by type and stakeholder group 
 
3.6 Description of obstacles (if any) in engagement with a class of 
stakeholder group and plan of action (for example: complaints, 
lack of agreements on sustainability issues) 
 
3.7 Key topics and concerns that have been raised through 
stakeholder engagement, and how the corporation has 
responded to those concerns through its reporting and direct 
dialogue 
 
 
Section 3.4 is created to encourage the corporation to disclose information relating to 
its relationships with ENGOs and community members. In accordance with the GRI 
sector supplements for mining and metals, this part of the report would be styled 
slightly different; in that, “stakeholder engagement” is placed under one section and 
is broad. The corporation is not required to discuss separately its engagement with 
financial stakeholders, ENGOs and community members, but rather briefly disclose 
“stakeholder engagement” under one umbrella. The term “stakeholder engagement” 
could be perceived in a different manner by each corporation. Those that are 
predominantly profit-driven may decide not to acknowledge the importance of 
engaging with environmental groups and broader community members when it 
comes to sustainability-related matters. Thus, it is important that more guidance was 
provided in the checklist to indicate to the management team that a detailed 
explanation about its relationships with multi-stakeholders is necessary.  
 
In the concluding section of the report, a corporation is encouraged to disclose the 
“unfavourable” information that has been avoided by a majority of corporations, 
which has impacted the balance of their reports. Sections 3.6 and 3.7 have been 
designed to ensure that corporations discuss those obstacles faced through their 
engagements with different stakeholders (particularly ENGOs). 
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There are three key motivators which have influenced the development of this 
proposed forestry sector supplement. The first is the need for corporations to align 
their sustainability vision and mission for both short-term and long-term goals. As 
identified in the findings, those forestry corporations that produced sustainability 
reports primarily did so for a specific period of time. This suggested that a 
corporation may be focusing more on its short-term sustainability goals. To 
demonstrate true corporate responsibility, there needs to be a long-term corporate 
perspective on sustainability. The current short-term perspective taken by forestry 
corporations could contribute to the way stakeholders view this type of reporting as 
being merely a façade for legitimacy purposes. 
 
The second issue that motivated the recommendation of this supplement was the lack 
of stakeholder engagement from the forestry corporation’s side identified in the 
findings. There is a different interpretation of what stakeholder engagement entails 
from the corporate and ENGO perspectives. The findings suggested that 
shareholders are the user group which forestry corporations primarily acknowledge 
in their reporting and tend to engage with. On the other hand, ENGOs perceive 
stakeholder engagement as the process in which forestry corporations engage with a 
variety of environmental groups and community members alongside their financial 
users when producing sustainability disclosures or adopting certain practices. There 
seems to be a gap between how stakeholder engagement is perceived from both 
parties’ views. Reflecting on the corporate understanding, the root of the problem 
comes from the way businesses are instructed by regulatory bodies to produce 
information. From a standard-setting perspective, the primary role of a corporation is 
to ensure that those stakeholders allowing the business to generate profits are 
managed. The way annual reports are designed are focused on quantitative data and 
allowing financial stakeholders such as shareholders to assess the profits and losses 
of the corporation for a reporting period to decide whether or not to continue in 
investigating in the business. 
 
The conflicts that have been identified in chapters 2 and 5 have indicated that there 
needs to be a greater engagement between business and ENGOs to work towards 
resolving sustainability objectives that impact both parties. The engagement between 
the two could enhance the consistency between the sustainability report and practice. 
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According to the GRI G3 guidelines, a stakeholder engagement allows corporations 
to gather useful recommendations and ideas from stakeholders directly which will 
help them understand better what it is that they want to see in annual and stand-alone 
sustainability reports to comply with stakeholders’ expectations which is an 
important factor for maintaining corporate legitimacy and stakeholder management. 
As described by the GRI (G3) guidelines:  
stakeholder engagement...can provide useful inputs for decisions on 
reporting...Corporations can...use...means such as the media, the scientific 
community, or collaborative activities with peers and stakeholders. These means can 
help the corporation better understand stakeholders’ reasonable expectations and 
interests (GRI G3, 2006, p. 10). 
 
The forestry sector supplements checklist is designed in a manner which encourages 
forestry corporations to interact with environmental groups and other stakeholders 
alike. This approach can better enhance the corporation’s responsiveness towards the 
sustainability concerns of a wider range of multi-stakeholders. The GRI G3 
guidelines indicate that in order for a sustainability report to be assured, the process 
of stakeholder engagement would need to be described and documented. The 
importance of stakeholder engagement is explained as: 
the reporting corporation should document its approach for defining which 
stakeholders it engaged with, how and when it engaged with them, and how 
engagement has influenced the report content and the organisation’s sustainability 
activities. These processes should be capable of identifying direct input from 
stakeholders as well as legitimately established societal expectations...A corporation 
may encounter conflicting views or differing expectations among its stakeholders, 
and will need to be able to explain how it balanced these in reaching its reporting 
decisions. Failure to identify and engage with stakeholders is likely to result in 
reports that are not suitable, and therefore not fully credible, to all stakeholders. In 
contrast, systematic stakeholder engagement enhances stakeholder receptivity and 
the usefulness of the report (GRI G3, 2006, p. 10). 
This process of stakeholder engagement seemed to be lacking in the reporting of all 
of the five forestry corporations examined. None of them provided details about 
which stakeholder groups they consider as important, aside from their primary 
financial users, and no explanation was given about their engagement processes with 
both internal and external stakeholders. 
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The third and final motivating factor for this proposed supplement is the identified 
need in the findings presented in Chapter 5 for external audit assurance of 
sustainability reports. According to the GRI framework, audit assurance is an 
important component of a sustainability report outlined five advantages for 
corporations to get third-party assurance summarised in Table 6.4. Reflecting on all 
five, number 1, “increased recognition, trust and credibility”, number 4, “strengthen 
internal reporting and management system”, and number 5, “improved stakeholder 
communication” are important for forestry corporations.  
 
The ENGO perspective on sustainability reporting suggested that they required 
credible information that is trustworthy to assist them in their decision making and 
engagement with the business. The need for corporate willingness for 
communication with multi-stakeholders is an element that has emerged from the 
findings. However, in order for corporations to increase the credibility of 
information and enhance dialogue with stakeholders internal reporting and 
management systems will be required. 
 
Table 6.4 Importance of audit-assured sustainability reports 
(Source: GRI, 2013) 
 
Advantage 
 
Purpose 
 
1. Increase recognition, trust 
and credibility 
Assured information provides greater confidence and allows 
stakeholders to make useful decisions. 
2. Reduced risk and 
increased value 
Corporations’ use of restatement of non-financial information reduces 
the quality of disclosures and therefore there needs to be a number of 
requirements, indexes and guidelines to improve sustainability reports. 
3. Improved Board and CEO 
level engagement 
It is important to have internal audits that assess statements made. 
4. Strengthened internal 
reporting and 
management systems 
To help confirm internal systems and controls are robust, and can 
recommend any necessary improvements needed. 
5. Improved stakeholder 
communication 
Assurance processes requires dialogue between corporation and 
stakeholders. 
 
Thus, audit assurance is important in restoring stakeholders’ confidence in the 
information released by the corporation, ensuring to an extent that there is 
consistency between the rhetoric and realty. Table 6.5 brings together this diagnostic 
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tool in a matrix format that forestry corporations could use as a checklist to identify 
what elements have been addressed and which ones require further attention.  
 
Those forestry corporations that are “beginners” in learning about sustainability 
reporting could first apply the quality and content tests proposed in the matrix to 
assess their practices through this proposed diagnostic tool. Then, as they progress, 
they would need to embrace the full sustainability reporting guidelines of the GRI 
framework. The checklist brings together “strategy and analysis”, “corporate 
profile”, “report parameters” and “governance, commitments and engagement”.  
 
Sections 1.1 to 1.3 are designed in a way to allow the team responsible in creating 
the sustainability disclosures to ensure that a statement is made by the most senior 
decision-maker of the corporation about their understanding of the importance of 
reporting about the business’s social and environmental performances. This part of 
the report would need to clearly indicate that the report content and quality has been 
assessed by an independent auditor. As discussed in Chapter 2, a key issue with the 
nature of sustainability reports is the lack of mandatory audit assurance. Further 
emphasis in the GRI needs to be made to encourage corporations to audit assure the 
information they present in this type of reporting. Sections 2.1 to 2.7 focus on 
providing a background overview of the corporation. Sections 3.1 to 3.4 encourage 
the management team to present information about the contact point for the readers’ 
questions and outline the social and environmental policies and practices the 
business has implemented during the reporting period. Sections 4.1 to 4.10 aim to 
ensure that the corporation would be reporting on dimensions relating to governance, 
sustainability commitments and most importantly “stakeholder engagement”. One of 
the key issues identified in this study has been the lack of multi-stakeholder 
engagement for forestry corporations when releasing sustainability disclosures. 
 
Sections 4.4 to 4.10 provide a break-down of the type of qualitative information the 
management team would need to disclose in terms of its engagements. The criteria is 
set out in a way to encourage disclosures about the types of relationships the 
business has with community members, environmental groups and also its financial 
stakeholders. This would also encourage the management team to explain the key 
challenges faced when engaging with particular stakeholder groups, such as ENGOs, 
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and how their information needs have been met. The overall disclosures in each of 
the sections will essentially be qualitative in nature and an elaboration of processes, 
engagements, achievements and challenges faced by the business would need to be 
provided. 
 
Designing a sustainability report in accordance to the GRI G3 guidelines would 
require that a corporation understands the need to provide stakeholders (including 
ENGOs and other readers of the report) information that is transparent. The concept 
of transparency in the context of sustainability reporting requires a corporation to 
provide information that would enable stakeholders to make decisions about the 
business’s performance. Based on the findings of the reports examined in the study, 
“stakeholder inclusiveness” and the need for “balanced” disclosures require the most 
attention by those businesses releasing voluntary sustainability reports in the forestry 
industry. A corporation is required to disclose the response approach to used meet 
the expectations and interests of stakeholders, including those that are unable to 
articulate their views on the report through direct dialogue with the business (such as 
ENGOs and community groups). There needs to be balanced social and 
environmental information which provides these stakeholders with an overview of 
both the positive and challenging issues relating to the business’s sustainability 
performance. As stated in the GRI (2013) G3 guidelines: 
A sustainability report should provide a balanced and reasonable representation of 
the sustainability performance of a reporting organisation—including both positive 
and negative contributions (p.3). 
 
The forestry industry guidelines proposed through this study could be used at the 
initial stages of corporate learning and developing effective sustainability reporting. 
Once the corporation begins to expand its knowledge about the need for integrating 
social and environmental performance with its financial objectives, the latest GRI 
guidelines (G4) could be explored. Meeting the Reporting Principles is the first 
important step for those forestry corporations beginning to report on their 
sustainability performance. In accordance with the G4, the Reporting Principles are 
“fundamental to achieving transparency in sustainability reporting and therefore 
should be applied by all corporations when preparing a sustainability report” (GRI, 
2013, p. 16). 
Chapter 6 Discussion 
182 
 
Now that the issues relating to the corporate perspective towards sustainability 
reporting have been discussed, the next section provides an interpretation on how 
ENGOs have influenced the forestry industry’s reporting and practices through 
multiple strategies. The discussion leads to a proposed ENGO engagement model 
that environmental groups may use as a framework that enables them to identify the 
strategies that could allow them to better influence the reporting or practice, 
depending on what their sustainability objective is. 
 
Table 6.5 Forestry checklist for sustainability reporting 
Assessing Report Content and Quality (Basic level) 
 
1. Strategy and Analysis 
 
Section Disclosure 
explanation 
Checklist explanation Type of 
disclosure 
Reported? 
(Y/N) 
1.1 Statement from the 
most senior decision-
maker of the 
corporation. 
Statement made includes long-
term corporate, key events 
influencing reporting period, 
achievements and obstacles 
faced in aspects of sustainability 
in the reporting period are 
disclosed. 
qualitative  
1.2 Statement from 
independent auditor 
on the sustainability 
disclosures made. 
Specific details provided from the 
auditor’s external assurance 
report on the sustainability 
disclosures made, including key 
strengths and recommendations 
for improvements suggested. 
Also, an explanation of the 
relationship between the 
corporation and the audit-assurer 
needs to be outlined to ensure no 
conflict of interest exists. 
qualitative  
1.3 Description of key 
impacts, risks, and 
opportunities. 
Narrative sections include 
description of the significant 
impacts the corporation has on 
sustainability and associated 
challenges and opportunities and 
explanation of the approach to 
prioritising them. 
qualitative  
2. Corporate Profile 
 
Section Disclosure 
explanation 
Checklist explanation Type of 
disclosure 
Reported? 
(Y/N) 
2.1 Name of the 
corporation. 
Name of the corporation and 
additional disclosures made about 
name change if applicable. 
qualitative  
2.2 Description of 
primary brands, 
products, and/or 
services corporation 
provides. 
Product/service description 
provided plus indication of the 
nature of the corporation's role in 
providing these products/service. 
qualitative  
2.3 Location of 
corporation's 
headquarters. 
Details about the primary location 
of business and other locations of 
business operations. 
qualitative  
Chapter 6 Discussion 
183 
 
Section Disclosure 
explanation 
Checklist explanation Type of 
disclosure 
Reported? 
(Y/N) 
2.4 Number and names 
of countries that are 
specifically relevant 
to the sustainability 
issues covered in the 
report. 
Details of the specific social and 
environmental issues impacting 
the corporation and the industry it 
operates in. 
qualitative  
2.5 Nature of ownership 
is explained. 
Description of the type of 
business ownership is detailed 
qualitative  
2.6 Significant changes 
during the reporting 
period. 
Significant changes during the 
reporting period such as size, 
structure or ownership are 
outlined in the report. 
qualitative  
2.7 Awards received in 
the reporting period. 
The number of awards received 
or have been nominated for 
during the reporting period are 
disclosed. 
qualitative  
3. Report Parameters 
 
  
Section Disclosure 
explanation 
Checklist explanation Type of 
disclosure 
Reported? 
(Y/N) 
3.1 Reporting period for 
information provided. 
Reporting period (fiscal/calendar) 
details provided. 
qualitative  
3.2 Date of most recent 
previous report (if 
any). 
Date of the most recent report 
provided and if not any report 
produced previously, a statement 
is made to justify the reason for 
the absence of previous reports 
or discontinuation for a period of 
time. 
qualitative  
3.3 Contact point for 
questions regarding 
the sustainability 
report or its contents. 
Details of personnel in charge of 
producing the sustainability report 
or contents online are provided 
(phone and email essential). 
qualitative  
3.4 Policies and current 
practice with regard 
to sustainability 
matters. 
Details of the types of 
sustainability policies produced 
and specific areas of focus (such 
as social/environmental) are 
justified through activities adopted 
in practice. 
qualitative  
4. Governance, commitments, and engagement 
 
Section Disclosure  Checklist explanation Type of 
disclosure 
Reported? 
(Y/N) 
4.1 Processes in place 
for the highest 
governance body to 
ensure conflicts of 
interest are avoided. 
Details of processes are in place 
for the highest governance body 
to ensure conflicts of interest are 
avoided through all types of 
engagements (internal and 
external stakeholders). 
qualitative  
4.2 Description of 
sustainability mission 
and vision (short and 
long term plan). 
Details of the mission and vision 
relating to sustainability are 
outlined and plan of action to 
meet those objectives are 
acknowledged. 
qualitative  
4.3 List of key 
stakeholders 
corporation has 
engaged with 
sustainability-related 
matters (these 
include internal and 
Details of the types of 
stakeholders the corporation 
engages with are outlined. This 
must include internal stakeholders 
such as employees and external 
stakeholders aside from 
government, 
qualitative  
Chapter 6 Discussion 
184 
 
external 
stakeholders). 
shareholders/investors but also 
community, ENGOs and 
stakeholders alike. 
Section Disclosure 
explanation 
Checklist explanation Type of 
disclosure 
Reported? 
(Y/N) 
4.4 Basis for 
identification and 
selection of 
stakeholders with 
whom to engage. 
The processes involved in 
identifying and selecting wider 
range of stakeholders with whom 
to engage is detailed. 
qualitative  
4.6 Description of types 
of engagement 
corporation has had 
with environmental 
corporations (if any). 
Details of the types of 
engagements corporation has 
had with ENGOs to resolve 
sustainability conflict or meet an 
objective are outlined. If none, a 
discussion is provided to justify 
the reason for the lack of 
engagement and any future plans 
which consist of having an 
engagement on a specific 
sustainability matter. 
qualitative  
4.7 Description of types 
of engagements 
corporation has had 
with community 
members. 
Details of the types of community 
members that corporation has 
engaged with and how they have 
engaged together is explained. 
qualitative  
4.8 Approaches to 
stakeholder 
engagement, 
including frequency 
of engagement by 
type and by 
stakeholder group. 
Engagements such as 
workshops, conferences, peace 
talks are detailed together with 
the frequency of such meetings 
are acknowledged. 
qualitative  
4.9 Description of 
obstacles in 
engagement with any 
stakeholder group 
interactions and plan 
of action. 
Details of obstacles and conflicts 
in engagement with any 
stakeholder group are 
acknowledged and plan of action 
taken to resolve the matter is 
disclosed (this may include 
community/ENGO complaints, 
lack of agreements on 
sustainability issues). 
qualitative  
4.10 Key topics and 
concerns that have 
been raised through 
stakeholder 
engagement, and 
how the corporation 
has responded to 
those concerns, 
including through its 
reporting. 
Key topics and concerns that 
have been raised through 
stakeholder engagement. Also, 
the manner in which corporation 
has responded to those key 
topics or concerns are detailed in 
the report. 
qualitative  
 
6.6 The ENGO influence on sustainability reporting and practice 
The findings presented in Chapter 5 suggested that ENGOs influence sustainability 
reporting and practices of corporations through different strategies. They achieve 
their sustainability objective through eclectic strategies consisting of alliance 
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collaborations and advocacy (campaigns) which are a mixture of confrontational and 
collaborative approaches. The findings suggested that there is not one particular 
approach that would be identified as the “most effective” in influencing a forestry 
corporation’s sustainability reporting or practice. The approach to influence will first 
require identifying the ENGO’s agenda and then executing a plan to reach that 
specific sustainability objective (is it to influence reporting or the practice of the 
corporation?). 
 
Only one out of the six ENGOs was classified as “supportive”, while the rest were 
“obstructive”, based on their description of the forestry industry and perspectives 
held through experiences and observations of third-party commentators. The third-
party commentators were grouped as “passive”. Once the participants were 
categorised based on their relationship with the industry, the next step was to 
identify what forms of strategies were used to influence the sustainability reporting 
and practices of the industry. 
 
The findings have suggested that environmental groups tend to take a collaborative 
stance when wanting to influence sustainability reporting of forestry corporations. 
The need for a business and NGO partnership to regulate sustainability reporting has 
been earlier supported by Utting (2002) through “co-regulation”. Given that 
sustainability reports are voluntary in nature and corporations produce them based on 
what they think a stakeholder would want to see in the disclosures. Audit assurance 
is necessary in the context of sustainability disclosures. By bringing in an external 
party such as an ENGO to assess the sustainability report and provide feedback 
could enhance the quality of the information. The involvement of multi-stakeholders 
in the “regulation” of sustainability reports could encourage the corporation to be 
more accountable for their sustainability performance. 
 
As stated by Yaziji and Doh (2009), a social or an environmental NGO could have 
members ranging from community members, to ethical shareholders and 
environmental activists. Thus, an NGO has the power to influence perceptions of 
stakeholders, including those that are regarded as “passive/neutral”. Developing a 
business-ENGO partnership to regulate sustainability reports could allow the 
corporation to better understand the expectations of multi-stakeholder groups that 
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hold a similar perspective towards sustainability reporting as the one ENGOs have. 
This perspective was also shared by Deegan and Blomquist (2006) when they 
examined how WWF, a powerful ENGO, influenced the sustainability reporting of 
the Mineral Council of Australia through its collaboration with corporations to 
enhance their disclosures. 
 
While a financial stakeholder may provide a corporation with a monetary resource to 
operate, an environmental group could offer its knowledge about social and 
environmental issues that a corporation may need to know in order to create 
consistency between the sustainability reports produced and what is done in actual 
practice. Hence, the feedback given by an ENGO not only benefits the group by 
helping to meet its sustainability objective through a collaborative stance but also 
enhances the consistency between rhetoric and reality. 
 
A collaborative approach between ENGOs and corporations may also be perceived 
as important to environmental groups as this could allow them to expand their 
networks. The stronger their network is, the higher the level of influence they can 
reach in terms of making their perspectives heard. Based on the findings of this 
study, environmental groups’ objectives in the forestry industry have been (a) 
encouraging corporations to purchase products from sustainably managed forests, 
and (b) ensuring that native forests are safeguarded for future generations. To meet 
both sustainability objectives, some ENGOs have become involved in the forestry 
industry through their membership and formation of the FSC forestry certification 
system which has been also acknowledged by previous researchers (Lester & 
Hutchins, 2012; Rondinelli & London, 2003; Tilt, 2007; Wilson, 2012), and the 
Regional Forest Agreements (RFAs). 
 
From a reflective stance, the forestry certification system is political in nature and an 
ENGO could support a particular system for its own advantage. For instance, 
affiliation to FSC would involve environmental campaigners developing strategies to 
attack corporations through campaigns involving media coverage. This subsequently 
allows environmental groups to influence the brand of a corporation, whether to 
damage or to promote its sustainability practices. Therefore, the association made in 
the forestry corporation’s sustainability reports to the FSC could exist for two 
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reasons. First, the business recognises the need to adopt an initiative which is based 
on a stakeholder inclusiveness approach and development of transparent and 
balanced information. Second, the corporation may have been under pressure from 
environmental groups and its sustainability practices has been questioned. Thus, 
gaining certification could be another form of strategy to manage corporate 
legitimacy and deflect stakeholders’ questioning about sustainability performance. 
 
Moreover, the findings from this study suggested that there needs to be a stronger 
engagement between the ENGOs, forestry corporations and government officials to 
work towards safeguarding Australia’s forests and enhance reporting practices in the 
industry. To illustrate this engagement between the three parties, Banerjee and 
Bonnefous’s (2011) stakeholder management framework was applied in Figure 6.5. 
A demonstration is provided to show how the industry and its “supportive” and 
“obstructive” stakeholders have needed to somehow come together in order to reach 
some agreement on the future of native forests in Australia through the Regional 
Forest Agreements (RFAs). The agreements do not suggest that all environmental 
groups are willing to take a collaborative stance and come together with the industry 
and the government. 
 
Figure 6.5 Engagement between ENGOs, industry and government through 
Regional Forest Agreements in Australia 
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There are ENGOs who have criticised the RFAs as they believe they have been 
heavily influenced and amended by the government and the industry, with limited 
regard made to the input of environmental groups (Australian Conservation 
Foundation, 2014; Barnes, 2013; Calver et al. 1998; Lane, 1999). However, even 
though not all parties may be willing to have “peace talks”, an engaged approach 
could lead to a more positive outcome for Australia’s forests in the near future.  
 
The findings indicated that a collaborative approach is necessary to allow ENGOs to 
better influence sustainability reports of corporations. However, the approach taken 
by environmental groups is determined by how a corporation responds to their 
sustainability cause. For instance, if a forestry corporation is open to having a 
dialogue about the ENGOs’ concern with regard to native logging, then an 
engagement approach may be taken. However, if a corporation chooses to dismiss an 
environmental group’s sustainability objective as not urgent or legitimate, then a 
confrontational approach may be reserved for such a scenario, as was seen in the 
case of Gunns. Therefore, an eclectic approach would be necessary to ensure an 
ENGO is able to influence both sustainability reporting and practices of forestry 
corporations. 
 
The results of this research in conjunction with Banerjee and Bonnefous’s (2011) 
stakeholder management framework and Utting’s (2005) civil society activism 
strategies have motivated the development of a framework for environmental groups 
to use when seeking to influence sustainability reporting and practice. This 
framework is discussed in the next section. 
 
6.7 ENGO engagement framework 
The findings have drawn attention to the different relationships and engagement 
approaches between forestry corporations and ENGOs. These range from aggressive 
and antagonising to collaborations. The results suggest that environmental groups 
have been more focused on influencing the sustainability practices of corporations 
than their reporting. This is because a majority of their perspectives on sustainability 
reporting is an “environmental spin” that has been developed by corporations to 
legitimise their corporate image. 
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Corporations such as Gunns suggest that there could be a gap between a 
sustainability report that a business chooses to release and what is actually done in 
practice. Environmental groups are concerned with holding corporations accountable 
for their actions in practice rather than the “talk” that is presented in a sustainability 
report. The alternative view is that sustainability reports allows stakeholders to 
understand how a corporation views the concept of sustainability and integrates it 
through sustainability policies and procedures. Thus, sustainability reporting could 
help ENGOs better understand the “corporate perspective” to reporting and identify 
whether the business is meeting their sustainability objective or not. 
 
In light of the findings, an ENGO “strategic” engagement with corporations could be 
necessary to influence reporting or practice, depending on their goal. An ENGO 
engagement framework was developed to enable environmental groups to engage 
with corporations, depending on what it is that they want to achieve. Is the aim to 
influence the sustainability reporting, practice or both? Depending on their objective 
and relationships with forestry corporations, multiple strategies could be employed 
to meet that particular goal. An illustration of this framework is provided in Figure 
6.6 
 
The ENGO relationships are categorised based on Banerjee and Bonnefous’s (2011) 
stakeholder management framework which is on the vertical axis of the framework 
in Figure 6.6. Consistent with what the authors suggested, an industry’s stakeholders 
could be classified as “supportive”, “obstructive” and “passive/neutral”. For the 
purpose of this study, the framework is created in a way where an ENGO would 
need to first identify if it is “highly supportive” or moving towards “highly 
obstructive” towards a corporation. Then, depending on how the ENGO views its 
relationship with the corporation, “collaborative” or “confrontational” strategies 
could be employed to meet a specific sustainability objective (refer to the horizontal 
axis in Figure 6.6). The strategies are identified based on Utting’s (2005) civil 
society activism strategies, discussed in Chapter 2. 
 
The framework has four quadrats which categorise ENGOs into “Covert”, 
“Enemies”, “Friends” and “Frenemies” (the types of relationships that an 
environmental group may have with a corporation). The “Covert” stands for an 
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ENGO that keeps its intentions towards a corporation “undercover”. For an ENGO 
to be classified as “Covert” would mean that the organisation’s obstruction towards a 
corporation is “hidden” from the public eye, including the business or industry the 
ENGO is dealing with. The environmental group could adopt collaborative strategies 
and at the same time be involved in activism activities to meet a specific 
sustainability objective (reporting, practice or even both). The agenda is hidden from 
the corporation that the ENGO is dealing with and the strategies it would adopt may 
depend on how a business or the industry of interest is responding to the 
environmental group’s sustainability concerns. 
 
“Enemies” identifies those environmental groups that are “positional” in their stance 
towards a corporation and their intentions are made clear when dealing with a 
business or exposing a sustainability issue in the public eye. These ENGOs are 
usually “highly obstructive” and adopt “confrontational strategies” to meet their 
sustainability objective through a corporation or an industry. Those environmental 
groups that are categorised in this quadrant tend to be concerned with influencing 
primarily the sustainability practice of corporations, not just reporting. The strategies 
that may be adopted for “Enemies” to meet their objective include “watchdogs” 
(which involves naming and shaming corporations for unsustainable practices), 
“consumer activism” (influencing the perceptions of the corporation’s financial 
stakeholders by exposing unsustainable practices), “shareholder activism” (for the 
same reasons as “consumer activism”), and “Litigation” (using the corporate system 
to prosecute corporate practices in extreme cases).  
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Figure 6.6 ENGO engagement framework for sustainability reporting and practice 
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The findings and the literature examined about the six participating ENGO groups in 
Chapter 3, FoE Australia, GPAP, TWS Australia and SERCA made it known that a 
confrontational approach and being “positional” as an “obstructive” stakeholder has 
tended to be used by ENGOs to meet a particular sustainability practice in the past. 
A third-party commentator (an academic) made a statement, highlighted in Chapter 5 
that a confrontational approach has allowed environmental groups to bring to light 
the problems that have been impacting present and future generations. An example 
of this in the forestry context is the battle that environmental groups have had with 
the industry to stop native forest logging as it has impacted the future of Australian 
forests. The case of Gunns was reflected on by a majority of the participants as it 
involved high conflict that occurred between the business and ENGOs when it came 
to issues relating to sustainability practices. The fight to protect and safeguard native 
forests caused ENGOs to be involved in strategies including campaigns, watchdog 
activism and even at times reached the extreme case of litigation. 
 
For instance, some of the ENGOs that were involved in confrontational activism 
strategies to demonstrate their opposition against Gunns’ pulp mill project, were 
regarded as the “Enemies” towards the corporation. One of the ways in which 
environmental groups made their stance visible was sending messages to Gunns’ 
shareholders through emails, media releases and annual general meetings to make 
their stance about the mill and influence the perceptions of the shareholders as well. 
This “consumer activism” strategy could be used by ENGOs in extreme cases when 
a corporation is not responding to their sustainability objective(s). However, while 
the issue that they want to bring to light may be heard by those stakeholders that a 
business relies on for financial resource, having a highly confrontational approach 
would impact the relationship formed between the ENGO and the business, as seen 
in the case of Gunns. 
 
Unlike “Covert”, the “Enemies” relationship with a corporation is known to the 
industry or business itself rather than being hidden. Also, the confrontational 
strategies implemented are more aligned with the type of relationship an 
environmental group has with a particular corporation. As seen in the Australian 
forestry industry, the “Enemies” have been good at influencing change in 
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sustainability practice of businesses. An influence on the reporting would require a 
more collaborative type of relationship where the “Friends” come into play. 
 
“Friends” are those ENGOs that regard themselves as “open minded” and are 
“supportive” towards corporations. They are usually concerned with influencing 
corporate sustainability reporting and, therefore, implement “collaborative” 
strategies to meet this sustainability objective. They may implement strategies such 
as “critical research and public education” (generating and spreading knowledge to 
influence their perceptions on corporations and policy makers), “service provision” 
(which involves engaging with corporations to identify, analyse and spread 
knowledge on “good practice”, raise awareness of corporate responsibility issues, 
engage in partnership programs and projects, provide training and advisory services, 
as well as carry out auditing activities).  
 
Deegan and Blomquist (2006) demonstrated the idea of “Friends” in their research 
about the relationship between WWF Australia’s engagement with the Mineral 
Council Industry (MCA). The MCA developed voluntary sustainability disclosures 
and invited WWF Australia to provide feedback on the policies and disclosures the 
corporations in the industry were making. As a result, MCA received constructive 
feedback on its reporting from the ENGO and both parties became more involved in 
engagement projects. In this way, there is a “win-win” situation where the industry is 
perceived to be enhancing the quality of its disclosures and practices, while the 
ENGO is meeting its sustainability objective. In this study’s findings, one of the six 
ENGOs (WWF Australia) appeared to maintain a “supportive” relationship with the 
forestry industry and consistently adopted “collaborative” strategies to influence the 
sustainability reporting of businesses. 
 
In order for an environmental group to influence both sustainability reporting and 
practice of a business would require that they become “Frenemies”. The “Frenemies” 
categorises environmental groups that “strategically” become “supportive” and adopt 
eclectic strategies that both “Enemies” and “Friends” use in order to meet their 
sustainability objective(s). The difference between “Covert” and “Frenemies” is that 
their intentions and sustainability objectives are made known to the corporation and 
in the public eye. They tend to adopt “collaborative strategies” to influence the 
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reporting and at the same time implement confrontational strategies to meet its 
sustainability objective in practice. 
 
This study found that environmental groups have become more “Frenemies” 
(particularly after the collapse of Gunns in the forestry industry) than “Enemies”. 
The move from “Enemies” to “Frenemies” has strategically allowed ENGOs to voice 
their opinions to policy makers and the industry itself. Some have become involved 
in collaborations through the forestry certification system FSC and the RFA, while at 
the same time be involved in watchdog activism and campaigning strategies to end 
native logging in the industry. The strategies implemented by environmental groups 
are determined by the type of relationship they have with a corporation, depending 
on the management team’s responsiveness to the ENGO’s sustainability objective.  
 
Being “highly confrontational” may allow for media exposure of key sustainability 
issues that a corporation could be facing in practice, but in order to make changes to 
the reporting, more of a collaborative approach is needed. The findings of this study 
have demonstrated that three out of the six ENGOs: AFCA, FoE Australia and TWS 
Australia have become more open to this type of strategic relationship than being 
“Enemies”. Some ENGOs, particularly those well recognised internationally, have 
come to the understanding that being “positional enemies” of a corporation does not 
allow for a “win-win” situation. The “Enemies” may be able to expose sustainability 
issues in practice, but co-regulation is needed when ENGOs wanting to influence the 
sustainability reporting of a business. In reality and at present, not all ENGOs could 
be open to the idea of forming a supportive dialogue with the forestry industry due to 
their past battles. However, in order for a change to occur, and especially for those 
ENGOs that may not be operating at an international level, a less hostile stance is 
essential. 
 
Reflecting on the findings, some of the ENGOs examined have progressed from 
“Enemies” to “Frenemies”, while a few still remain as “Enemies”. To become 
“Friends” would be a difficult task for many environmental groups given their 
battles, tensions and conflicts with the forestry industry over the past 30 years. The 
ENGO engagement model has been designed in a way for environmental groups to 
progress towards a “Friends” or “Frenemies” stages from “Covert” and “Enemies” at 
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some point in the near future should they want to effectively influence both 
sustainability reporting and practices of corporations. There is a possibility for 
ENGOs to be “hybrid”, for instance, moving from “Enemies” to “Frenemies” and 
“Friends” and vice versa. This will depend on their changing sustainability 
objectives over time. 
 
6.8 Chapter conclusion 
This chapter provided a discussion of the data that was documented in Chapter 4 
(web-based material findings) and Chapter 5 (interview findings of the ENGO 
perspectives and third-party commentators). The findings have suggested that 
sustainability reporting by forestry corporations listed on the ASX as “trading” has 
likely been produced for legitimacy purposes. The study emphasis the need for 
sector supplements for the forestry industry through the GRI framework in order to 
hold corporations more accountable for their sustainability performance, as well as, 
encouraging them to consider stakeholder engagement with multi-stakeholders, 
including ENGOs and members of the community. 
 
The interpreted data also recognises that the way in which ENGOs influence 
sustainability in the forestry industry depends on the responsiveness of the industry 
towards the environmental groups. The requires the forestry industry to be open to 
the possibility of having a constructive dialogue and to be able to collaborate with 
ENGOs. A corporation such as Gunns made it difficult for ENGOs to voice their 
opinions because of the management’s attitude towards communication about its 
sustainability performance. Based on the researcher’s reflection, the core issue that 
both parties should consider is engaging in more sustainability educational programs. 
The need to educate internal stakeholders of forestry corporations such as the senior 
management team, employees and even external communities is necessary to 
increase an understanding as to what sustainability is and why corporations need to 
report on their performance. This perspective was also shared by Academic 03, who 
said: 
I think part of the problem with sustainability reporting is the ecological ignorance in 
our society, which I think goes right through from school, right up to University…I do 
not think many people working in the forestry industry really have any idea how the 
ecosystem works. While supposedly these corporations make you token commitment to 
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protect the biodiversity or sustainability, they are of course committed to making 
maximum profit for their shareholders, so is that being put through on the ground 
(Academic 03). 
 
While it is undeniable that a corporation needs to manage its financial stakeholders 
to maximise its capital, its economic performance alone does not guarantee long-
term business survival. Understanding and meeting the information needs of multi-
stakeholders is necessary. As seen from corporate collapses such as Gunns, the 
corporation was able to generate profits over its years of survival but its use of native 
forests was an issue that became well-known in the public through media exposure 
and advocacy activism of ENGOs. The corporation may have been able to manage 
their financial stakeholders’ needs, but that did not stop environmental groups from 
influencing the business’s practices through multiple strategies adopted with the 
objective to expose the gap between the business’s rhetoric and reality. The 
influence of ENGOs should not be underestimated. Environmental groups may not 
contribute to a corporation through financial investments, but they can offer a wealth 
of knowledge that would assist businesses in learning about the need to have 
sustainability responsibility that is reflected in both the reporting and practices 
adopted. 
 
Chapter 7 concludes the thesis. A discussion about the research questions based on 
the findings is provided. An explanation of the claimed contributions that were 
discussed throughout this chapter is also reflected on. The research limitations are 
acknowledged in the concluding section of the thesis and are connected to 
recommendations for future research. The thesis concludes with a reflection by the 
researcher on the future of sustainability reporting, its application in the forestry 
context, and the need for engagement between forestry corporations and 
environmental groups. 
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Chapter 7 
 
WHERE TO FROM HERE? 
 
 
 
7.1 Chapter introduction 
This chapter brings the thesis to an end. Chapter 4 shed light on the corporate 
perspective to sustainability reporting, while Chapter 5 focused on the ENGO and 
third-party perspectives. The findings of both were then further discussed and 
interpreted in Chapter 6. This chapter now draws on the findings and discussions to 
conclude the thesis with a reflection on five elements. First, the claimed 
contributions introduced in Chapter 1 and discussed in Chapter 6 are re-visited to 
highlight their significance to the body of knowledge. Second, a reflection on the 
research questions introduced in Chapter 1 is provided based on the findings 
discussed in chapters 4, 5 and 6. Third, the research limitations are acknowledged 
and the fourth section reflects on future research areas. The fifth and final section 
concludes the thesis with a reflection on the future of sustainability reporting, 
business and ENGO partnerships and the need for education about the importance of 
safeguarding the environment for future generations. 
 
7.2 Significance of contributions to knowledge 
As introduced in Chapter 1 and discussed in Chapter 6, this study has claimed to 
make two contributions to the body of knowledge. The first, an ENGO engagement 
framework was designed to enable environmental groups to identify and understand 
the types of strategies they could implement to meet a particular sustainability 
objective, whether this could be to influence corporate sustainability reporting or 
practice. 
 
Chapter 7 Conclusion 
198 
 
There are various strategies that have been implemented by ENGOs in the past and 
present in order to meet a particular sustainability cause, not just in forestry. This 
framework could be applied by any environmental group, regardless of whether the 
organisation has a sustainability objective in the forestry industry or any other 
environmentally sensitive sector. By mapping out the types of relationships that an 
ENGO has with businesses would not only allow for the identification of appropriate 
strategies to meet a particular objective, but also, become more alert as to how they 
could progress towards having a more ENGO-business engagement relationship. As 
discussed in the literature and the perspectives shared by the participants, a “highly 
confrontational” approach has worked in the past in allowing ENGOs to influence 
sustainability practices of corporations but not their sustainability reporting. This is 
why a “strategic” engagement approach is needed to be able to influence both the 
reporting and practices of businesses (as discussed in Chapter 6, the “Frenemies”). 
 
Second, the thesis proposed a specific forestry industry supplement for the GRI 
guidelines on sustainability reporting. The findings of this study identified the issue 
of unbalanced sustainability reports, which focused more on “favourable 
information” relating to corporate achievements rather than acknowledging 
challenges faced during the reporting period and how they were resolved. Previous 
studies also suggested that forestry sector guidelines would be essential to ensure a 
closer alignment between corporate sustainability reporting and practice (Guan, 
2014; Lempiäinen, 2011; Mikkilä & Toppinen, 2008, Panwar & Hansen, 2008; 
Toppinen et al. 2011). The need for having stronger stakeholder inclusion in the 
reporting process was identified in this research and supported by other studies 
(Camilleri, 2015; Gordon et al. 2012; Panwar et al. 2006). The proposed forestry 
industry supplements can act as a diagnostic tool to enhance the transparency of the 
quality and content dimensions of corporations’ sustainability reports. 
 
7.3 Responding to the research questions 
Introduced in Chapter 1, this thesis was constructed based on three research 
questions. In this section, each question is reflected on based on the findings and 
their implications. The first research question was: 
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Research Question 1: To what extent do forestry corporations produce 
sustainability reports reflecting the GRI guidelines? 
Based on the research findings, two out of the five (Gunns and PaperlinX) forestry 
corporations listed on the ASX met most of the content and quality tests of the GRI, 
however, they lacked meeting “balanced” and “stakeholder inclusiveness” 
qualitative characteristics of information needed to be disclosed in their reports. The 
forestry corporations that produced web-based sustainability disclosures tended to 
focus on positive declarative statements about their social and environmental 
achievements and performances. There was limited information disclosed about the 
challenges faced by the corporation with regard to its sustainability performance, or 
any information relating to stakeholder engagement, especially with environmental 
groups. The findings suggest that the quality tests of “balance” and “stakeholder 
inclusiveness” are lacking in the sustainability reports of forestry corporations. From 
the ENGO perspective, these two qualitative characteristics require corporate 
attention if a sustainability report is produced with the intention to show a true 
reflection of the business’s performance, and not for legitimising corporate 
reputation. Two other forestry corporations (TFS and Papyrus) did not fully meet the 
GRI tests, however, the web-based disclosures suggested that these corporations are 
moving towards sustainable business practices, with one of them (TFS) continuously 
stating in its reporting that the GRI guidelines will be embraced in the near future.  
Only one of the forestry corporations, RuralAus, was found to focus on presenting 
quantitative information in its reporting, with no information relating to its 
sustainability performances. 
 
The five forestry corporations presented their sustainability disclosures in a different 
manner from one another. The ad-hoc nature of this type of reporting and the 
understanding grasped by the management team is different from one business to 
another. The issues identified in this research suggests that there needs to be a 
forestry specific sustainability guidelines made by the GRI to help forestry 
corporations to enhance the quality and content of their sustainability disclosures. 
 
Research Question 2: What are the perceptions of ENGOs on the 
sustainability reports produced by forestry corporations? 
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From an ENGO perspective, the sustainability reports are a strategic legitimacy tool 
used by forestry businesses to manage their corporate image and deflect any 
stakeholder attention from issues relating to their social and environmental practices. 
Environmental groups that took part in this study suggested that the lack of balanced 
sustainability reports, lack of mandatory audit-assured sustainability reports and 
limited corporate stakeholder engagement with ENGOs are some of the issues that 
influence the way environmental groups perceive sustainability reporting. 
 
A majority of the disclosures made by the forestry corporations had been all about 
their social and environmental awards and sustainability grants received from 
government. What ENGOs are looking for is something of more substance than what 
appears on the surface. The need for reporting on how favourable and unfavourable 
sustainability performances are monitored is something of concern to ENGOs and 
this is what they perceive to be an important attribute to sustainability reporting. 
 
According to the GRI framework, a corporation would need to disclose which types 
of stakeholders are engaged with. This is more heavily emphasised in the sector-
specific supplements and not so much in the GRI guidelines. Hence, the GRI would 
need to produce sector supplements for the forestry industry and continue encourage 
corporations to consider engaging with environmental stakeholders along with their 
financial stakeholders when producing a sustainability report. 
 
Given that sustainability reports are prepared voluntarily, corporations have the 
choice to either produce or not produce such types of information. By having such 
flexibility, third-party audit assurance of the sustainability report is not a mandatory 
requirement. This is a serious issue raised by the participants as an audit assured 
report that is certified by a professional external third-party would enhance the 
credibility of the information provided to stakeholders. Also, an audit-assured 
sustainability report would demonstrate some form of accountability of corporations 
towards their sustainability performance. This could make a difference as to how 
sustainability reports are perceived. Aligning the rhetoric (sustainability report) with 
the reality (sustainability practice) is of major concern to environmental groups. 
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The current forestry certifications that corporations draw on in their reporting and 
practices are a form of “assurance” to indicate to their stakeholders that their 
products have been produced from sustainably managed forests. One of the biggest 
debates identified in this research and in previous literature is that ENGOs have 
viewed the FSC certification system as the most appropriate for the forestry industry 
to obtain, while the industry favours the AFS. Both certification systems are debated 
as one has been produced through a multi-stakeholder engagement (FSC), and the 
other by the industry (AFS). Based on the ENGO perspective, an audit-assured 
reporting process requires a multi-stakeholder inclusion where their views are also 
considered and a sustainability report provides information about how the business’s 
products or services are managed sustainably. 
 
The limited engagement between forestry corporations and ENGOs with regard to 
the development of a sustainability report was also highlighted as an issue for the 
environmental groups.  In order to resolve the concerns of the ENGOs with regard to 
the current sustainability reports produced in the forestry industry, the participants of 
this study have suggested that there needs to be a shift towards mandatory 
sustainability reporting which could be the way forward for corporations to be more 
aware about their performance and the need for multi-stakeholder engagement in the 
process of reporting. This would ensure that the report is not produced for mere 
strategic legitimacy purposes, but to take sustainable business practices more 
seriously and to be more aware of the social and environmental impacts that its 
operations have on present and future generations. 
 
Research Question 3: What strategies are implemented by ENGOs to 
effectively influence sustainability reporting and practices of forestry 
corporations? 
The findings of this study have suggested that ENGOs have been more concerned 
with influencing the sustainability practices of forestry corporations than their 
reporting. This is because they have perceived sustainability reports to be primarily 
used by corporations merely as a legitimacy tool to receive the “good corporate 
citizen badge”. The gap between what corporations have disclosed in their 
sustainability reports and what they have done in practice has encouraged 
environmental groups to form multiple strategies to hold corporations accountable 
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for their actions in reality. The need for having a balance between reporting and 
practice is a concern for ENGOs. 
 
The findings have revealed that environmental groups have tended to adopt a 
collaborative approach in their engagement with a corporation should they want to 
influence its sustainability reporting. Two examples for such engagement has existed 
in the forestry industry through ENGOs’ involvement in the development of the FSC 
certification scheme and their collaborations with industry and government officials 
on the Regional Forest Agreement (RFA). 
 
Environmental groups have been one of the key stakeholders that founded the FSC 
certification system. This certification body was designed in a way to ensure 
corporations are managing, purchasing and reporting on their products that are 
coming from sustainably managed forests. While forestry certifications do present 
challenges, and are voluntary in nature, the initiative taken by ENGOs to form such 
scheme is one way to influence the reporting and also promote the need for forestry 
corporations to purchase their products or services from sustainably managed forests. 
 
The RFAs were initiated by the government and have been another way ENGOs 
have been able to influence the reporting and practice of the industry. The RFAs 
were developed with an objective to bring together the industry and environmental 
groups to form agreements about the future of native forests which has caused 
conflict for many years for both parties. However, not all ENGOs have been willing 
to sit around the table the representatives of the industry and government officials to 
come to agreements. Some ENGOs have been open to engaging with the industry to 
meet their sustainability cause in protecting the future of native forests, while others 
have held the opinion that the RFA process is heavily influenced and amended by 
government and industry. The government is perceived from an ENGO perspective 
to be one of the supportive stakeholders for the forestry industry. Thus, the idea of 
collaborating with the industry and its financial supporters is not welcomed by all 
environmental groups. On the other hand, there are those ENGOs who see the RFA 
as an opportunity to influence the industry and would strategically engage in such a 
project. 
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Some ENGOs have begun to acknowledge that a “confrontational” approach towards 
government policy decisions and the industry regarding sustainability issues such as 
the future of native forests and logging of these old growth forests has been 
influential. This has allowed ENGOs to put pressure on government and increase 
community awareness of the existing sustainability issues in the forestry industry. A 
“collaborative” approach has also been used to influence the reporting of forestry 
corporations through forestry certification systems and RFA agreements. The results 
of this study have suggested that using both adversarial and engagement strategies 
would allow ENGOs to hold corporations more accountable for their sustainability 
practices, while also encouraging reporting about sustainability performance. Thus, 
the results of the study have suggested that environmental groups should adopt 
eclectic strategies to influence both the sustainability reporting and practices of 
forestry corporations (“Frenemies”). This approach is based on the application of 
multiple collaborative and confrontational strategies to meet a specific sustainability 
objective in an industry or a specific corporation. 
 
The next section outlines the challenges faced in undertaking this study and how 
future research could address these shortcomings. 
 
7.4 Challenges of the study 
First, it is to be acknowledged that in all types of research there is a level of response 
bias. This research was an activity that involved exploring the subjective world of 
the ENGOs and their involvement in the forestry industry. This involved examining 
their experiences and opinions which are based on their own judgments. To ensure 
that some level of objectivity was maintained in the data analysis, the ENGO 
perspectives shared were not “solely” focused on but also third-party commentators’ 
perspectives were considered to identify and understand the conflicts and 
engagements between ENGOs and forestry corporations from an independent 
analytical lens. 
 
Second, this study was concerned with examining the sustainability reporting of 
those forestry corporations listed on the Australian Stock Exchange (ASX) as 
“trading” and not those that were “de-listed”. This focus was primarily on the 
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perspectives of those ENGOs operating in Australia on a national level and not those 
that were regional. The reason that trading forestry corporations and national ENGOs 
were selected as the focus of the study is because the researcher wanted to explore 
the current issues in sustainability reporting and engagement issues between the two 
parties on a broader national level.  
 
7.5 Future research 
Future research could investigate the perspectives of ENGO members versus 
industry employees about sustainability reporting of corporations. The study could 
be applied to different industries, not just forestry but any other which may have a 
high environmental impact such a mining and metals. By comparing the perspectives 
of environmental organisations’ members and employees, a more in-depth 
understanding would be provided about how both types of stakeholders perceive 
sustainability reporting of the industries that impact their sustainability objective(s). 
 
Another suggestion for future research would be to examine the perceptions and 
influences of ENGOs operate on a regional level about sustainability reports and 
practices of forestry corporations that are not listed on the ASX and who operate at a 
local level. This type of research would allow for a comparison between the findings 
of this thesis that focused on sustainability reporting at a national level with one that 
could shed light on what is happening at a regional level. 
 
The next section offers a reflection on the future of sustainability reporting, the need 
for ENGO and business engagements and the need for increased sustainability 
education at an academic and corporate level. 
 
7.6 Reflection on sustainability, stakeholder engagements and 
education 
This is a conclusion to the thesis based on a personal reflection on the future of 
sustainability reporting and the relationship between forestry corporations and 
ENGOs. The stance taken is based on the literature reviewed, analysis of the forestry 
corporations’ web-based materials and engagement with the participants in the study. 
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The growing public interest and consciousness about environmental and social issues 
has intensified stakeholder pressures on the forest industry, and this has required 
corporations to rethink business strategies, particularly balancing stakeholder 
demands. Business leaders in the forestry industry are expected to play an active role 
in developing positive social goals, reducing environmental footprint and promoting 
sustainable forest management. These social and environmental endeavours require 
leaders with mindsets to act as responsible corporate citizens. 
 
There are key issues that forestry corporations will need to address in the near future 
regarding their sustainability disclosures. First, there is a need for stakeholder 
engagement in the process that corporations adopt when producing sustainability 
reports. This does not mean engaging only with shareholders, but also ENGOs. As 
suggested in the GRI guidelines, a stakeholder engagement needs to be documented 
in a sustainability report. Given that forestry corporations do not have to disclose 
specifically the types of stakeholders they engage with, a description of engagement 
is necessary, as discussed in Chapter 6. A description of who the corporation regards 
as a stakeholder, how they are important to the business’s survival, why it is 
important to engage with both financial and non-financial stakeholders are some of 
the elements that could be disclosed in the report. The disclosure in the sustainability 
disclosures should also describe the policies that have been developed by the 
corporation to guide engagement practices through its operations. 
 
Second, information about community engagement is also important in sustainability 
reporting. Several forestry corporations examined have relied on making declarative 
statements about their engagement with the community but did not actually provide 
in-depth information as to the type of activities they were involved in. Thus, forestry 
corporations who develop sustainability reports should provide explanations about 
the engagements they have with members of the community and how they are 
involved in the sustainability reporting and decision-making processes of the 
business. 
 
Third, audit-assurance is needed to ensure credible and quality information is 
provided to all stakeholders. This could also ensure that there is a stronger 
stakeholder engagement in the process of producing sustainability reports. However, 
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the provision of assurance on sustainability disclosures is challenged as this type of 
reporting in not mandatory. This leads to the idea of whether sustainability reporting 
should become mandatory for environmentally high-impact industries such as 
forestry. A mandatory reporting system could be the way forward to hold 
corporations more accountable for their social and environmental performance. 
 
The future of sustainability reporting practices will require a greater stakeholder 
involvement and government intervention, particularly in the audit-assurance stage. 
A majority of the participants in this study raised the need for faithfully presented 
disclosures and the need for greater interactions between the industry and ENGO 
groups during the processes. As suggested by Hohnen (2012): 
sustainability reporting by large corporation will not be achieved without 
intervention by Government. The incentives for sustainability reporting are currently 
not strong enough to change mainstream attitudes and behaviour among non-
reporters. governments will continue to have a decisive role, whether in the form of 
mandating sustainability reporting, providing policy incentives, encouraging stock 
exchanges and private regulators to require it, raising business awareness about its 
benefits, requiring public agencies to issue sustainability reports” (p.14). 
 
There have been debates about the need for uniformity when it comes to 
corporations releasing sustainability disclosures. For some individuals, the concept 
of an integrated report has been perceived as one initiative to bring together social, 
environmental and financial information in one annual report. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, this way of reporting presents two main issues. The first problem with 
integrated reporting is the issue of “balance”, which was discussed in this study, 
particularly in the findings and discussion chapters. The current issue with 
sustainability disclosures is that corporations that have chosen to report on their 
social and environmental performance have predominantly focused on favourable 
achievements and awards they had met in the reporting period. For an integrated 
report I would question the quality of balanced information. Would having 
information relating to the social, environmental and financial dimensions really be 
presented in a balanced manner? Would a corporation focus more on social or 
environmental information? Or is the management team more interested in 
presenting financial data with minimal overview about sustainability commitment? 
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These are the questions that may bear on a stakeholder’s mind. 
 
The GRI framework has made a substantial progress in creating quality and content 
tests and performance indicators which are applicable to corporations across 
different industries and has been designed in such a way that multi-stakeholders’ 
perspectives have been considered. As well, the GRI framework encourages 
businesses to release a stand-alone sustainability report rather than putting this 
information in a financial report. Placing information relating to the social, 
environmental and financial dimensions in one report may make it more difficult for 
a stakeholder to assess and cross reference information that is necessary for their 
decision making. The GRI, therefore, appears to provide a useful framework for 
broader based mandatory reporting in the future. 
 
In the context of the forestry industry, there have been significant tensions between 
corporations and ENGOs because of the management’s reluctance to engage with 
environmental groups. As seen in the case of Gunns, the corporation can take 
adverse action towards ENGOs’ sustainability concerns. Unfortunately, among the 
reasons that the corporation collapsed was because of investments made in the 
unsustainable pulp mill projects and the disregard of ENGOs’ concerns. 
 
This study supports the need for greater engagement between businesses and ENGOs 
to work towards enhancing sustainability reports and practices, creating consistency 
between the rhetoric and reality of corporate sustainability reporting and practice. To 
achieve this, it would require more awareness about the importance of integrating 
sustainability as part of business’s operations. Education at an academic and 
corporate level about social and environmental externalities is essential. 
 
Reflecting on sustainability from an accountant’s perspective, the current Conceptual 
Framework of general purpose financial reporting and the Accounting standards, 
principles and definitions have not allowed for corporations to embrace sustainable 
business practices. This is because we have focused closely on recognising and 
measuring assets and liabilities that have a monetary value and can be controlled by 
a business. This is however a different story when it comes to the social and 
environmental dimensions. Assets such as forests, water and air are unique in nature 
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and cannot be controlled by a business, but are relied upon and impacted through 
corporate operations. Thus, there needs to be more appreciation for these natural 
assets and educating individuals at a tertiary level is needed so that those who will 
become CEOs and play a role in the future of a business have the understanding to 
safeguard social and environmental assets for future generations and enhance the 
business’s long term survival. The impact that business performance has on 
sustainability dimensions is a human issue that needs to be thought about on an 
individual level first. 
 
One person’s actions can influence another and corporate leaders in sustainability 
will need to be more conscious of the way its business performance impacts social 
and environmental dimensions. How we perceive the world is based on our 
judgments, morals and beliefs. This thesis comes to a conclusion with a quote that 
has inspired me and may inspire others to be more aware of their responsibility to 
social and environmental issues that we face on a daily basis: 
 
What we are doing to the forests of the world is but a mirror reflection of 
what we are doing to ourselves and to one another. 
– Mahatma Ghandi 
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Appendix A ENGO representative interview transcript 
 
Interviewer: Based on the information I’ve looked at on your corporation’s website 
you are the forest campaigner for the Wilderness Society, is that correct? 
 
Interviewee: Yes, that’s right. 
 
Interviewer: I also have an understanding that your organisation campaigns for 
forestry, how would you describe your relationship with the Australian Forestry 
industry? 
 
Interviewee: Look, it’s a long story, it goes back a long way, so we’ve been working 
on forest conservation issues for the last 30 years and our relationship with the 
industry has changed over time, historically it was an extremely adversarial 
relationship and in recent times, and at varies times really, over the last decade or so, 
we have both attempted to constitute our views and objectives very strongly and try 
to do that in such a way where we could also look at what the industry was also 
wanting as well and see if there was any way to get some mutual objectives satisfied 
so, our relationship to sum up would be one of regular hostility combined with a 
continuing desire to have positive engagement and we’re starting to be able to 
demonstrate that quite significantly, as well, even though we might have 
conservational objectives which may conflict with industry objectives and also the 
objectives of workers and so on, that’s not always going to be the case and we can 
find ways to get everyone most satisfied and that’s the different space. 
 
Interviewer: I am currently in the process of analysing sustainability reports of 
corporations operating in the forestry industry. I have come to find that Gunns and 
PaperlinX have primarily produced sustainability reports in the forestry industry. I 
am just wondering has your organisation engaged with either of the corporations? 
 
Interviewee: It’s been an interesting history there since late 90’s when Gunns 
became major player in Tasmania. We had a very conflicting relationship with that 
corporation (Gunns Ltd), we campaigned against them in various ways, including in 
overseas market and they responded by trying to take down our organisation by 
suing it, and that became an iconic battle. Gunns was the key driver of logging lots 
of places that had important conservation values and the community cared about a 
lot and that our organisation was seeking to defend. So, for a significant period of 
time, the best part of decade, we were in open war fare. Subsequently, the pressure 
we applied on Gunns Ltd and the forestry industry influenced market changes, which 
impacted the industry, but more so the structural impact of the international market. 
 
Gunns were put in a very different condition, where they had attempted to create a 
future based on native forest sector, the unfortunate part of Gunns was they moved 
away from the native forest sector towards the end of their operations. They also had 
been a big part of facilitating a process in Tasmania, where we were able to 
incorporate the protection of the forests into our relations with the industry, while 
keeping them satisfied as well. Unfortunately, as part of the previous view of the 
world that the previous managers of Gunns held they attempted to build a pulp mill 
Appendices – Interview Transcripts 
210 
 
in Tasmania which we fought tooth and nails both on the basis of it being a huge use 
of native forest but also a range of other environmental and social and democratic 
issues as well. Unfortunately, the new management of Gunns’ approach to 
plantation’s future either by choice or because they didn’t have any other option, 
committed to a policy of trying to get that pulp mill built based on a plantation 
feedstock. There has been a long and sordid history involving voter democracy, 
community opposition and environmental issues with that mill. It was saddled with 
the fact that it was in Tasmania at the end of the world and their costs were 
significantly higher than their competitors in China and South East Asia and 
elsewhere. Because of these factors and the strategy that Gunns pursued by 
liquidating the rest of their corporation to get the pulp mill up and running, the 
corporation ultimately failed. 
 
Interviewer: Based on your observations what are your thoughts about the 
sustainability reports that were created by corporations such as Gunns? And what 
sort of information would you be interested in when you are looking at sustainability 
reports that you feel is lacking at the present? 
 
Interviewee: For our organisation, sustainability is probably the most over used and 
misused word in the English language. All the sustainability reports and lovely 
statements and advertising around disclosures don’t mean anything unless 
measurable on the ground. The problem with sustainability reports is that while 
corporations tell us that they are committed to the protection of biodiversity, or 
something along those lines, what is happening on the ground may be different. They 
can cover up their flaws by having a shield of certification standard like Australian 
forestry standard, but in reality, compliance to a standard is as important to being on 
what is happening on the ground. The management of corporations should focus on 
monitoring. For example, they need to identify monitoring what is inadequate or 
monitoring what is adequate or these species have been affected or these haven’t. 
That kind of detail is really what is required, otherwise it is not something that really 
holds water in terms of computer, but also in terms of organisations like ours that 
need clear evidence that things are being done right. 
 
Interviewer: I gather from the response here is that - there seems to be a gap 
between what is reported in sustainability reports and what is actually being done on 
ground. Was this the case with Gunns, even though it was producing sustainability 
reports? 
 
Interviewee: I think that was a learning time for them. For a significant amount of 
time they didn’t even pretend to care about the environment. I think the classic quote 
from their former CEO was we don’t care about endangered species, there are too 
many of them. This gives an indication of where their heads were at on 
sustainability. I think what they had forgotten was almost invariably they were lost 
in terms of any real measurable outcomes because they didn’t have a lot to show as 
far as environmental. They did make changes about not converting any native forests 
and so on but I suspect that they thought that OK they were going to do that anyway. 
I think that there was a noticeable shift over time as cultural changes do. I think there 
was an improved significant level of transparency and providing information for 
stakeholders. I can’t necessarily speak for the content of their sustainability 
documentation, but my observation was that when they were required to go and seek 
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FSC certification to ensure market access, going through that process allowed Gunns 
to appreciate specifics and environmental factors both around their state and also 
around some of the reporting. I can’t give you a clear answer as to whether they 
included transparency in terms of their documentation. From my engagement in 
terms of a stakeholder the only level is they had significantly greater information 
than was available. They were also not necessarily free and easy with that 
information but they would make it available on request. 
 
Interviewer: You mentioned the role of Forest Stewardship Council certification. 
What are your thoughts about forestry certification? Are they useful for forestry 
corporations in terms of holding them somehow accountable for managing their 
forests or products from suppliers? I have done some reading on the Forest 
Stewardship Council versus the Australian Forestry Standards. Could you please tell 
me about your thoughts in this area? 
 
Interviewee: I think there is an increasing trend towards FSC. It is probably an 
indication of how it is useful in the market place. I think there is a range of reasons 
why corporations choose to get certification. I think the primary one is risk 
assessment and market access. I think another couple of relevant points are that 
going through a certification process does provide you with greater efficiencies with 
regards to your supply change because you need to get organised particularly with 
chains of custody and efficiency of products. I think following on from that 
increased consumer and corporate recognition, and corporate recognition by other 
people’s products is also driven in part by risk management because those 
corporations see a need and are actually forced to get a particular type of certification 
to provide market access. It has become very clear that certification and particularly 
the higher certifications is what provide market access. We have seen a strong effort 
by FSC international and also by the Australian Forestry Standards here to provide 
some level of assurance that things are being done legally. 
 
Interviewer: I have been reading literature to better understand how environmental 
groups and stakeholders alike have engaged with the forestry industry on 
sustainability issues. I have come across a lot of discussion on how ENGOs use 
different strategies to meet their sustainability cause/objective in the forestry 
industry. Some discussion is made about campaigns, other pieces of literature 
discusses collaborations. I am just wondering what have been some of the strategies 
that your organisation has used when engaging with the forestry industry? 
 
Interviewee: It changed over time. Previously we had quite a strong focus on being 
very adversarial and seeking electoral or government policy decisions. That would 
be based on recognition of community and putting pressure on the government to 
craft an outcome. More lately we have taken on both of those elements. We have 
been collaborative and also aggressive by building pressure. It is important to 
negotiate outcomes with industry in a collaborative way that means that everyone 
can get something that satisfies them but also leads to the recognition that for the 
players involved, the outcomes will be ongoing. We feel that we are operating on a 
space where we won’t be shy about undertaking radical activities and won’t be shy 
about building very strong pressure but at the same time we recognise that there is a 
need for collaboration for outcomes to be achieved so we think that it is possible 
with the right organisation and individual integrity to straddle that line. 
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Interviewer: I see. I thank you for the insight that you have provided to my questions. 
I am just wondering at this point if there is anything else that you might want to 
share with me that might be useful for this research that I am doing on forestry and 
sustainability. 
 
Interviewee: I think in a nut shell that for us it is greater levels of transparency, it is 
the recognition that organisations actually do solve an issue rather than pretending to 
solve an issue and attempting to grey wash it. If outcomes are going to last and you 
are going to get long term market security then it needs to be something that is real 
and solve problems otherwise you will get the same issues coming up over and over 
again so I think those are a few of the things that really need to be recognised you 
need to provide real information, you need to be responsible for what happens along 
the supply chain and you need to actually deal with the substance of the issues and 
be open to stakeholders to hear their concerns and actually try to work though the 
substance of them and then I think that the experience of...If there are corporations in 
the industry that actually get in and do that first are the ones that build that trust and 
have less threat from conservationists and other parties in society that object to what 
they are doing. In some cases, it is a matter of first in best dressed because you set 
the standard and get ahead of the game. 
 
Interviewer: Thank you so much for offering insight to my questions. 
 
Interviewee: You welcome and good luck with the research. 
 
Interviewer: Thank you, bye. 
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Appendix B ENGO representative interview transcript 
 
Interviewer: Thank you for making some time to address some of my research 
questions.  Based on the information that I have found on your organisation’s 
website, you hold the forestry campaigner position? 
 
Interviewee: I’m the campaigns co-ordinator but I do some of the forestry work. We 
don’t have a designated forestry campaigner at present. 
 
Interviewer: I see. I have looked at some of the media releases on your 
organisation’s website and I can see that there has been some discussion about the 
Australian Forestry industry. In particular, reference has been made to Gunns. How 
would you describe your relationship with the Australian forestry industry? 
 
Interviewee: That’s an interesting question. I suppose, there’s two parts to the 
industry, there’s the plantation sector and the hard wood sector. Traditionally it has 
been better with the plantation sector because obviously, they’re not involved with 
the destruction of old growth forests. However, at the same time we have always 
supported small scale forestry in native forests providing it doesn’t impact negatively 
on high conservation forests, that it’s not driven by pulp, it’s driven and that it 
doesn’t log old growth forests. This was the trajectory that saw us become involved 
with the Forestry Council.  There are some individual players in the Forestry 
industry in the hard wood sector that we’ve worked with quite collaboratively in the 
past, however we’ve never got on well with the pulp industry because we believe 
that it’s destroying our forests with very little economic or employment benefits. 
 
Interviewer: Based on your work with these individual players in the Forestry 
industry, did your organisation engage with Gunns while it was operating? If yes, 
how would you describe your relationship? 
 
Interviewee: We actually had very little to do with them being that it was a 
Tasmanian based corporation and we were at that point very active on the mainland. 
We did however support campaigners who were active in campaigning against 
Gunns.  As a corporation, our impression was they were very belligerent and 
absolutely didn’t engage at all in the environmental movement and then 
subsequently as we know sued a whole range of activists including Senator Bob 
Brown. A member of our organisation at the time was also sued in the case and we 
worked to support her through that process. However, from my observation, Gunns 
was a very antagonistic corporation, it didn’t engage, it was very what we call ‘old 
school’ or ‘old fashioned’ in that at least nowadays most large resource corporations, 
say the mining sector will at least engage with the community and engage with stake 
holders they don’t agree with whereas Gunns didn’t even bother. 
 
Interviewer: Based on my research on the forestry industry, I have identified that 
Gunns Ltd has been the only primary corporation to produce audited sustainability 
reports. I understand from your previous response that you questioned their 
practice. In addition to this, what can you tell me about the concept of 
sustainability? Do you find sustainability reports decision useful? 
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Interviewee: Sustainability in ecological terms means you can do something in a way 
that allows you to do it tomorrow and for generations to come without undermining 
the capital you’re working off, the ecological capital. So, it’s if you’re talking about 
Mining, if you’re talking about forestry if you’re talking about living in a city, if 
you’re talking about food production it’s the ability to do what you’re doing now 
into the indefinite future. Now sustainability is just a badge that people wave around, 
it’s a “feel good” thing; everyone is sustainable, so as a word it is meaningless. The 
way you judge it is who is defining the sustainability, which is why we need third- 
party certification. An independent certification is important, for example, 
certification of whether sea food is sustainable, if food production is sustainable and 
obviously, forestry and that is the big argument that is happening. 
 
The forestry industry wants to define the concept of sustainability, yet the 
community and the environmental groups are saying ‘well, that’s not good enough,’ 
it needs to be benchmarked on scientific criteria; it needs to be verifiable and 
enforceable. This is because the trend in most of the industry is towards voluntary 
regulation and of course you know the old argument, it’s putting the fox in charge of 
the chicken house, of course they’ll always say they’re looking after the chickens but 
you know that isn’t necessarily the case. As for Gunns Ltd, there was a real sense 
that the word sustainability came out of their mouth through gritted teeth. It was not 
something they ever believed in, I can’t speak for those lower down in the 
organisation but clearly at the management level, they were angry that they were 
being constrained in any way around ecological concerns and they would throw out 
the word Sustainability. However, when you hear it with your ears it was like they 
were swearing, it was never done with the passion there. The intent is clear and I 
believe the intent with Gunns was clear, that it was never anything more than a 
service. 
 
Interviewer: So then in your opinion, how can sustainability reports created in the 
forestry industry be more improved and decision useful to ENGOs, the community 
and wide range of groups? 
 
Interviewee: CSR as a concept, Corporate Social Reporting, again can be quite 
meaningless, it’s such an industry now and often it feels as though it’s a tick in the 
box that corporations do that isn’t necessarily very meaningful. It is often it’s 
aspirational, often it’s not verified externally and often there are no targets. If you’re 
muddling towards sustainability at one kilometre an hour you’re never going to get 
to where you’re going. CSR reports some of them are fantastic, the ones that are the 
best are those that are externally verified, and the very best of those that are 
benchmarked and those that have targets they intend to meet rather than targets that 
become moveable. 
 
Interviewer: Would you say that then there is an issue between what is being 
reported and what is done in practice by some forestry corporations? 
 
Interviewee: Often it would, and it’s been a long time since I’ve looked at Gunns 
reports, often I’m sure it would reflect what they were doing but the problem is one 
function of corporate reporting in any form even if you’re doing financial reporting, 
year on year you can give an accurate representation of the financial throughput, 
cash at hand, debts, outgoings and the incoming year on year but what really matters 
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is the long term picture - are you going to win solvency? You might be fine in one 
financial year but then in the next the trajectory is going in a particular direction then 
it doesn’t matter if you had a good year because all the other years add-up equally 
with a corporate environment report  if they’re just reporting on the operations in a 
very broad scale, on a very small island like Tasmania where there was massive 
deforestation going on and massive conversion of native forests into plantations, you 
can’t just look through the lens of an annual report you’ve got to look at the  
cumulative impacts. Because if they have an impact in a given year, the impact of 
the previous year, it’s not as if that suddenly evaporates it might take 20 or 40 or 120 
years for the damage cause to be remedied by the environment, so it gives a not 
helpful glimpse into the overall trajectory of an industry particularly the forestry 
industry just by looking at the annual reports. 
 
Interviewer: I understand that ENGOs tend to use different strategies to meet their 
sustainability cause in the forestry industry. For example, collaborating with other 
ENGOs/communities/business or taking a more confrontational approach. What 
strategies has your organisation used when dealing with the Forestry industry? 
 
Interviewee: We’ve used pretty much every tactic. There are three key players, the 
consumers, and the sector and there is the Government. We engage with consumers, 
we seek to educate them, we seek to help them around, boycott campaigns, or just 
simple consumer choices. We work with the industry as well, we worked for a very 
long term, for instance, through the plantation sector to help develop guidelines for 
more sustainable plantation management around usage of pesticides and protection 
of biodiversity. We also work with the government in order to try to get them to 
enforce the best and most sustainable regulations and each of those constituencies 
require different tactics. 
 
Interviewer: Are there also other ENGOs that you collaborate with to meet your 
sustainability cause? 
 
Interviewee: We have a real focus on what we call Alliance campaigning, we 
understand that it’s very rare for a green group to win a big issue on its own, you 
only win by working in alliances so we work very collaboratively with all green 
groups active in the forestry space. Sometimes we disagree, we got a lot of pressures 
because we did support native forest logging, small scale native forest logging, we 
got to that position probably 10-15 years ahead of most of the rest of the movement, 
and we got a lot of pressures during those years, and that made life very hard. It’s 
interesting now that the large non-government organisations mostly have adopted 
our position, but during the 90s and the early years of 2000 onwards a lot of the 
other groups weren’t there yet, so that caused a lot of difficulties, but generally we’d 
find ways to work together. 
 
Interviewer: Reflecting back on the strategies used in the past, do you think ENGOs 
would do anything different now? 
 
Interviewee: There’s an interesting question. I think in considering how effective 
you’ve been you’ve always got to look at the size of the forces you bring, if you’re 
going to use a football analogy we were a small team up against a very big team with 
more players on the field, we were always out spent, the industry always had much 
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better access to Government. They had huge advertising and operations budgets so 
they could go directly to the community through media. So we were completely out-
gunned, and yet if you look at what has been achieved by the movement over the last 
30 years, in terms of a massive increase in the sheer size of the protected areas across 
the country, it’s massive, it’s in the hundreds and thousands of hectares, none of that 
without the environment movement. Day to day you lose things, and to give you one 
example, in East Gippsland around 1996/97 some of our campaigners found an area 
of rainforest catchment which no one really knew was there but it was scheduled for 
logging. We ran a campaign that went on for more than a decade. Probably about 
half of the catchment was logged in that period, so the old growth values were 
destroyed but ultimately the remainder and the logged areas were put into a national 
park. In the short term, often you lose, often you come to a draw, but in the bigger 
picture we have won incredible gains through working in alliance’s and now you 
have to defend your gains. With the current state government, they’re talking about 
putting prospectors back into state parks and they are talking about logging in 
National parks and they’re talking about grazing. The community has spent pretty 
much since the late 1960’s when there was a big fight in Victoria to stop a 
development in North-Western Victoria, the big desert campaign, and since then 
1000’s of people spent millions of hours of their time to protect our natural 
ecosystems and to create a conservationist state and now it’s being eroded 
backwards, so it’s like we’re defending the victories of the last forty years. 
 
Interviewer: What are your thoughts then on forestry certification such as the Forest 
Stewardship Council or the Australian Forestry Standards? 
 
Interviewee: About fifteen years ago, when it was clear that government could not be 
trusted and could not be shifted to adopt really good and rigorous management 
systems that would protect old growth forests in logging regimes. We agreed that 
what we needed was independent certification. Then we looked around at all of the 
models and then we decided that the FSC was the most robust model. It had the best 
series of indicators it had the best principals to guide operations and it gave the best 
voice to non-corporate players through its three chamber structures and we liked that 
it particularly gave a voice to indigenous people and also to people working in the 
industry. Whereas often this has been an argument, forestry is an argument between 
corporations, environmentalists and workers which often collateral damage along the 
way. 
 
It is really important that they actually have a voice, so the social chamber is really 
important. We acknowledged at that point that FSC it was not going to be perfect, 
we were very mindful of the criticisms and that was also driven by the fact that 
corporations tend to operate according to the circumstances. For example, Shell 
might be OK here but in Nigeria they are responsible for hideous environmental 
atrocities. So basically, we were hearing from our colleagues in the Global South 
that in Chile and Brazil FSC was not providing adequate protection, but in spite of 
all that we decided that this is the best system on offer, we either throw up our hands 
and say this is too hard or we engage and at the point we help establish FSC 
Australia and we’ve been actively involved and we’re currently on the board of FSC 
and we are an active member of the environment chamber. 
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Interviewer: In your opinion, with the changes that have been happening in the 
forestry industry after Gunns exit, what sort of strategies do you think ENGOs can 
use to better influence other forestry corporations? 
 
Interviewee: Part of the problem we face is there’s a perception that native forests as 
an issue have been won. Through the 1980s and 90s you could argue the 
environment movement put far too much resources into protecting tall old growth 
forests as opposed to all the other issues going on in Australia. Now it is going the 
other way, now we’re focused on the Kimberley in the top north and Cape York and 
the arid zones and there are very little resources to look after native forests, so the 
main thing we need to do is bring some resources back into forestry. 
 
Forests are not on government agenda at present, climate change might be and water 
certainly is, but forests aren’t so I think, that’s what we need to do. We must find a 
way to mobilise the community to say it isn’t actually over yet, the campaign is still 
going and we run the risk of losing all the gains that we’ve achieved over the last 3 
to 4 decades so that’s probably what’s most important. Given the lack of resources 
we have, engaging with the industry is probably a waste of time, because the players 
that are left in the industry know what they want to do and it’s the mouse turning 
around the elephant, it’s going to be impossible really to have a substantial shift. We 
worked through Victorian Association of Forest Industries when the new leadership 
took over there was just no point talking to them. 
 
Interviewer: Based on your observation, is there another corporation/industry that 
can be classified as a business leader in sustainability and can be an exemplar for 
the Forestry industry? 
 
Interviewee: There’s no sector that stands out, there’s some good things amongst 
some banks, there’s some very good, interestingly outdoor clothing in terms of 
benchmarking is probably one of the leaders in manufacturing. I mean people always 
talk about Interface which is a global carpet corporation and would be one of the 
leaders I think globally in terms of really meaningful accountability. It’s interesting 
that in the United States it’s probably more advanced in terms of robust third-party 
certification systems, compared to Australian brands, I think we’re well behind on 
that. Most brands now that rely on outsourcing will be working often in South-East 
Asia but increasingly in Africa and you know you need those robust global systems 
to make sure working conditions are appropriate. However, there is no sector that 
stands out but there are certainly individual corporations across every sector, even 
mining that are doing great things. 
 
Interviewer: Thank you so much for giving me the insight that I needed for these 
questions, just wondering at this stage, is there anything that you would like to share 
with me that you think would be appropriate to look at for my research? 
 
Interviewee: Nothing that comes to mind actually. There is the border conversation 
around the U.N. compacts and how that guides corporate behaviour and over the last 
10 years the corporate sector has put a lot of efforts into making sure that UN 
agreements aren’t going to be binding around corporate behaviour around codes of 
conduct the Ecuador principles they keep reverting to them, which is basically 
voluntary self-regulation again, so while we witness case by case corporations re-
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siting local jurisdiction’s putting in place more robust regulation certainly we’ve 
seen that on an unprecedented scale at the global level and there’s a lot of interests in 
information there around corporate access to the UN, because ultimately the UN is 
the Governments of the day, so that then influences what becomes possible down at 
the national and local level. 
 
Interviewer: That would be great and I really appreciate your contribution to my 
research thank you. 
 
Interviewee: You’re welcome 
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Appendix C ENGO representative interview transcript 
 
Interviewer: Thank you for making the time to address some of my research 
questions. I understand from your company’s website your position is the forestry 
campaigner? 
 
Interviewee: The official title would be Sustainable Forestry Manager. I guess does a 
fair bit of campaigning in some areas but in the particular work that I do with 
forestry it’s not so much campaigning, it’s a more a business engagement role. 
 
Interviewer: Can you tell me a bit more about your relationship with the Australian 
Forestry industry? 
 
Interviewee:  has traditionally been global so when it comes to Australian forestry 
most of our focus has been on trade in forest products from overseas. There isn’t 
much focus on domestically produced forest products but in imports of forest 
products from high risk areas particularly South-East Asia, these days through 
China, for example. We haven’t been so much on the ground in terms of 
campaigning in Tasmania or elsewhere (Australia) but we do work with some 
companies here and they’re interests cross over imports as well as domestically 
produced forest products. The second area where our involvement would be relevant 
is in relation to FSC, Forest Stewardship Council is quite a strong supporter of the 
FSC worldwide and here in Australia. We’ve played a supporting role for them; we 
see that as a benchmark of sustainable responsible forest management. 
 
Interviewer: Based on the literature I have explored, I understand sustainability has 
been referred to in the forestry industry in the past few years. What is sustainability 
to your organisation? 
 
Interviewee: Interesting question. A guess without wanting to sound to cliché, I’d 
point to the U.N approach of the three pillars of sustainability being, environmental, 
economic and social. It is a system whereby production and consumption is managed 
in such a way as to be sustainable. For example, natural resources are managed in 
such a way that those natural resources will not be continuously or increasingly 
degraded. A report that released last year called ‘The Living Planet Report’ that 
released rates and volume of consumption versus a range of indicators related to 
natural resources or biodiversity and their depletion. The report findings suggested 
that at the moment, consuming resources at a rate of about 1 and ½ times what they 
can be regenerated so that is what I would say, by definition, unsustainable. 
 
Interviewer: When looking at sustainability reports, what sort of social or 
environmental information are you interested to see from forestry corporations? 
 
Interviewee: With forestry, I would approach it similar to the way FSC approaches 
it. So again, they apply a model which is along the lines of the U.N. three pillars of 
environmental, social and economic acknowledging for a start that forests can and 
should be used for economic purposes, that it’s not necessarily feasible or desirable 
to look them up as environmental biodiversity protected areas, that’s particularly 
relevant in developing parts of the world where communities and countries have a 
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right to develop economically. Therefore, the premise of FSC and responsible forest 
management is that it needs to be managed in such a way as to be economically 
feasible, to be environmentally responsible and socially beneficial, that could even 
be the words they use on their website. When you look at the indicators that they 
used for how to define or represent those things the economic ones are reasonably 
straightforward around profitability and employment and growth projections. 
 
The environmental indicators and the things I would be interested in looking at, 
would be things like biodiversity protection, the role that forests can play in 
managing or regulating water and soil and preventing soil erosion, and carbon would 
be another. Soils, water, biodiversity and carbon would be the four indicators on the 
environmental side. On the social side, I would be looking at (in Australia), 
employment statistics and insuring that there are policies in place for equitable 
employment and compliance with anti-discrimination principles. Whereas in other 
parts of the world, for example those where Governments of forests is not as strong 
as those in Australia, and there are complications and issues like corruption, it’s 
important to look at things like Land Rights, Indigenous Rights and tenure rights 
within a community and ensure that they’re not being poorly treated and that the 
situation is not there for companies to come and over grab land. There is of course 
health and safety issues important in the developing world. 
 
Interviewer: I understand ENGOs use different strategies to engage with certain 
forestry companies. For example, some of them use collaborative approach; others 
confront the government or the business. What sort of strategies has your 
organisation used when dealing with the forestry industry? 
 
Interviewee: We tend to use engagement, that is across we take a range of 
approaches to working with business, and as I said at times we adopt more of a 
traditional campaigning approach, so confronting the business and making certain 
public demands or pointing out negligence on their part, that’s something certainly 
we’ve done in the past globally in relation to forests and in particular in relation to 
Indonesia and certain companies operating in Sumatra. In Australia, most of our 
engagement or work with companies to do with forests is more of an engagement 
strategy and it fits into what we call Market Transformation Approach. This is where 
we look at specific commodities that have been identified as having an adverse 
impact on the environment, or forestry specifically timber, pulp and paper being 
priority commodities both here and around the world. 
 
The idea within that strategy is to look at supply chains, to identify companies that 
are most influential in those supply chains and to work very closely with those 
individual companies to improve the standards of their production, consumption and 
then to use their influence, their purchasing power or other mechanisms where they 
can help to shift an entire supply chain or a whole industry to more sustainable 
models. So really, it’s a one on one close engagement, analysing supply chains, 
working with those companies to set targets on improving those supply chains and 
that’s generally linked to standards, multi-stake holder standards and certification 
schemes and in the case of forests, the FSC. 
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Interviewer: Given the changes happening in the forestry industry now, what sort of 
strategies do you think other ENGOs can use to improve their engagement with the 
forestry industry? 
 
Interviewee: I think it needs a combination of approaches; we tend to have fairly 
different views to a lot of other ENGOs operating in Australia that do take more of a 
confrontational approach and also have different positions around support or 
objection to native forestry.  is not really against native forestry, it’s all about how 
it’s managed and we think that native forestry can be managed sustainably and that’s 
where again FSC we use as an indicator of that. That’s not to say that the positions 
and views of other NGOs are not valid and they’ve certainly had an impact in 
improving forest practices and reducing the impact on the environment. I think that 
diversity of approaches can play a role in that engagement approach. As other 
ENGOs, I think there certainly is still a place for campaigning approach that should 
really be limited to when a company is demonstrably negligent to their 
responsibilities. We always take the view that if a company is willing to change, has 
got some concrete steps and targets in place then we’re willing to work with them 
and we hope that other NGOs can respect that kind of approaches. However, if 
targets are not being met or responsibilities are not being accepted then I think there 
certainly is a place for traditional campaigning and public exposure of those 
practices. 
 
Interviewer: I understand that your organisation deals with a lot of industries and 
organisations. Can you think of an example of an industry or a company that uses 
sustainability reporting effectively? 
 
Interviewee: I’ll give you an example of a company we don’t actually work with but 
it’s a really forward thinking approach, it is PUMA sporting goods globally. One of 
the many approaches that we’re working on, promoting and piloting around the 
world is based on creating an initiative that places economic values on an 
ecosystem’s services. so there’s a number of ways, that you’re probably aware, that 
these scheme’s or pilots are in place, whether to do with carbon, put an economic 
value on carbon, the carbon tax here is a similar kind of example of that, there’s 
various scheme’s going on around the world but you can also put economic values 
on things like biodiversity, the role the forests can play in protecting water, these 
kinds of things, and these are the things that haven’t traditionally valued in economic 
terms in the past and that’s one of the main reasons why we’ve seen such 
environmental degradation, because companies have not been forced to be 
responsible or accountable for their impacts, beyond say the direct impacts of their 
factory or their refineries and these kind of things have been quite telling referred to 
as externalities, so we want to see a system where these things are more internalised 
than they have been in the past, so they’re not considered as external impacts that, 
they’re actually acknowledged and captured in company reporting and company 
planning. 
 
PUMA’s one of the first companies that has gone to the lengths of looking into their 
entire supply chain and not just their direct impacts but also what they’re doing 
upstream and placing values, environmental impacts that they’re having and they’ve 
been very transparent in the way that they’ve reported that and it’s come up with 
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some really interesting results and I can send you some stuff on that if you would 
like. 
 
Interviewer: That would be great. Thank you for providing insight to my research 
questions and your contributed knowledge to the area. 
 
Interviewee: No problem, I hope that was helpful. 
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Appendix D Journalist interview transcript 
 
Interviewer: Thank you for making the time to address some of my research 
questions. I am currently studying the relationship between forestry corporations 
and their interactions with environmental groups. I am particularly focusing on the 
engagement of these two parties when it comes to sustainability reporting practices. 
Can you tell me a bit about your perspective on the Australian forestry industry 
based on your reporting? I understand that some of the well-known corporations 
have included Gunns, PaperlinX and TFS. Are you aware about any of them? 
 
Interviewee: Ok, well I think Gunns was too large a corporation in terms of how 
powerful they were and the influence they had on the government, they were too 
close to the state Labor government. I think they had an aggressive plan for 
Tasmania’s forests which included old growth and high conservation value forests 
but ultimately a lot of the public did not want that to happen to these forests, 
particularly public forests and I think Gunns were very slow to recognise that the 
public had a role in what happened to these forests. I think they didn’t use their 
power wisely and I think they thought they didn’t need a social license to operate but 
I think what the last few years have taught us is that they did need a social license to 
operate and they failed to retain that license if you like. The other two companies 
you mentioned I have not been aware of. 
 
Interviewer: I understand that forestry is one of the classified environmentally high 
impact industry. And as such, I would assume that corporations operating in the 
industry would consider engaging with environmental groups to receive feedback 
about their sustainability performance or enhance the quality of their sustainability 
reports. Based on your observations, did any of the forestry corporations that you 
have been aware of – engage with ENGOs?  
 
Interviewee: Well, Gunns sued them so it was very hostile to environment groups. 
There was little contact, usually there was no contact, and there was no engagement 
from Gunns with environmental groups. It was a very hostile relationship in both 
directions. Gunns didn’t attempt to work with environmental groups on solutions, 
instead they tried to ignore or sue environmental groups. 
 
Interviewer: I have been reading some literature and have learnt about the tensions 
that have existed between the forestry industry and ENGOs. A majority of it links 
back to the case of Gunns and how it dominated the industry and was unresponsive 
to environmental groups’ concerns. Do you think that ENGOs are reserved to taking 
a more of a confrontational approach such as ‘naming and shaming’ sustainability 
practice in the forestry industry due to cases such as Gunns? 
 
Interviewee: I think environmental groups were very confrontational partly because 
Gunns for example was hostile to them, but more because they had such different 
views on what should happen to Tasmania’s public forests. They disagreed so 
strongly that it was a hostile relationship in both directions. 
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Interviewer: I can imagine that what had happened with Gunns and its relationship 
with ENGOs may have impacted other corporations operating in the forestry 
industry. Managing corporate image and being accountable for social and 
environmental impacts are two things that seem to be of importance to corporations 
based on my literature review. What do you think other forestry corporations can 
learn from what has happened to Gunns? (with regards to legitimacy or 
accountability aspects) 
 
Interviewee: That’s an interesting question, I think particularly if you’re operating on 
public land, attention does have to be paid to what they public might think about the 
future of that land and there has to be a genuine attempt to engage with the public 
and to seek a degree of approval and engagement from the public. I don’t think it’s 
actually about engaging with environmental groups but I do think what the people 
want should be factored in to how forestry corporations go about their business. I 
think there is quite a strong receptiveness from the public in Tasmania to forestry 
corporations because they bring employment, however if forestry corporations just 
run a rough shot over what the public want then it’s possible they won’t get approval 
for what they want to do in the long run, which is what happened to Gunns. 
 
Interviewer: I’m sure that you’re heard about this idea of sustainability reporting. 
Based on my understanding, a sustainability report should consist of information 
about the social, environmental and economical performance of a corporation. 
Businesses around the world, not just forestry, have developed this trend to 
voluntarily report on their social and environmental impacts. What are your 
thoughts about sustainability reporting? And do you think it would be appropriate 
for forestry organisations to incorporate something like that in their reporting 
practices? 
 
Interviewee: Yes, I think that’s an excellent idea, it would indicate transparency and 
of course what you have to realise is that some of what forestry corporations do is 
very positive for the environment. Some of them can now plant trees for carbon 
farming, which they can make money out of, that’s a very positive thing for the 
environment and in some cases, the sustainable management of plantations is very 
good for the environment, in terms of it might be substituting for something else in 
the market. It is certainly not the case the forestry corporations are environmental 
badies at all, if they engage with the idea of sustainability and are quite transparent in 
what they intend to do it could certainly lead to a stronger business case and better 
relations with the public. 
 
Interviewer: I see, and what are your thoughts about environmental groups using a 
confrontational approach towards corporations? Do you think that usually gets them 
an answer, so does their cause or whatever it is their fighting for, do you think 
through a confrontational or a collaborative approach would work best or a bit of 
both? 
 
Interviewee: I think what the recent past in Tasmania has shown is that a 
confrontational approach does work, whereas a low key collaborative approach gets 
you completely ignored and gets you no results what so ever because you’ll be co-
opted by the forestry movement and end up with nothing. The reason the Franklin 
Dam was never built was because of a confrontational protest with more than a 
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thousand arrests. In Tasmania, the reason that high conservation value logging is 
stopping in Tasmania is because many protesters have chained themselves to trees 
and marched through the streets and that is the only reason they’ve got an outcome. 
So, while it might be nice to suggest groups hold hands and are polite, the fact is in 
Tasmania its people power that’s got those results. 
 
Interviewer: Thank you so much for the insight you have provided to my questions. I 
will be considering the feedback that you have provided. 
 
Interviewee: You welcome, good luck with the research. 
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Appendix E Academic interview transcript 
 
Interviewer: Thank you for making the time to address some of my research 
questions.  Just to tell you a bit about my research - I am currently looking at non-
financial stakeholders’ perceptions and influences on sustainability reporting in the 
forestry industry. In specific, I am examining the role of environmental groups on 
forestry corporations. I wanted to get your perspective on these reporting in 
general? 
 
Interviewee: I guess I would say a couple of things, one is that it’s certainly 
increasing in the 20 years that I’ve been studying it, it’s gone up a lot so it’s now a 
mainstream idea so when you talk to a business person about environmental 
reporting they say ‘yes, we do that’ whereas 20 years ago they would say ‘what is 
that’ you know that was something that was completely alien to them. In terms of 
what it looks like, I think there are quite a lot of good examples, but there’s a lot of 
stuff that’s pretty ordinary, it’s a lot of motherhood statements, a lot of incomplete 
reporting so a lot of good news, you know, talk about all the great things that they’ve 
done, but nothing about the bad things that they’ve done or the things that they 
haven’t done. 
 
Interviewer: Do you think that is because it is voluntary in nature (prepared in an 
ad-hoc manner)? Do you think that maybe a mandatory report could enhance the 
quality of sustainability reports and somehow hold corporations more accountable 
for their social and environmental impacts? 
 
Interviewee: Yes definitely. I am certainly a supporter of introducing mandatory 
reporting. 
 
Interviewer: Can you tell me a bit about integrated reporting? Have you heard of 
integrating reporting? I understand that it is one of the new initiatives towards 
enhancing sustainability reporting. Although I am focusing on the GRI framework as 
it is the one widely accepted, I was still wondering what IR is all about? 
 
Interviewee: I have. I haven’t really studied it very much. I did go to a professional 
body, a CVA seminar on it recently, and I thought well, it is kind of what some of us 
have said we should be doing for a long time. It’s really just a form of online 
reporting, and it’s kind of being counted as something new but I don’t think it’s very 
new really, it’s just getting into the mainstream now. I think it suffers from the same 
things as all environmental reporting. 
 
Interviewer: So, from your experience as a scholar and from your independent 
research, would we say that most corporations or some of them are actually using 
voluntary sustainability reporting to maintain a certain corporate image? Or receive 
that ‘good corporate citizen badge’? 
 
Interviewee: Yes definitely. 
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Interviewer: Would your perspective be linked to the idea that corporations may 
produce sustainability reports for legitimacy purposes than demonstrating their 
accountability towards their social and environmental performance? 
 
Interviewee: Yes, I think it’s mainly about legitimising and it’s also about the 
adverse reputational effect of not doing it I think, so they see everyone is doing it so 
we need to as well. 
 
Interviewer: Have you had any experience with the forestry industry? As in direct 
engagement? 
 
Interviewee: No. I mean I’ve seen the press reports about them and all that but I 
haven’t worked with them or research them. 
 
Interviewer: Have you had any experience with ENGO activism or have some 
information about the form of activism strategies that they use, in general? 
 
Interviewee: A while ago yes. I was an activist myself, in my 20s. It was a long time 
ago. However, my first area of research back in the 90’s was on ENGO activism. 
 
Interviewer: ENGO activism is a big part of my research, so I’m looking at how 
environmental groups influence a specific corporation or an industry. I am focusing 
particularly on their role in the Australian forestry industry. Can you tell me briefly 
about, what are some of the activism strategies used by ENGOs that you are aware 
of through observations, research or experience? For example, do they use 
confrontational strategies such as ‘naming and shaming’ businesses involved in 
sustainability practice? or do they directly confront government to take an action to 
resolve their concerns? Or do they use collaborative strategies? 
 
Interviewee: I think, it’s changing a bit so I think their strategies were all a little 
confrontational or adversarial, but it was mainly towards governments so I didn’t see 
a lot of activism towards individual corporations, there certainly was some, it would 
be lying down in front of tractors or chaining to buildings, those sorts of things, but I 
think generally most of their work is directed at Governments to try to change 
legislation or change government policy, change government support for 
organisations that they see as not doing the right thing and so on. I think that’s still 
continuing, but more recently we see more ENGO’s working with organisations, so 
you see even Greenpeace was tended to be most adversarial, they do seem to work 
with organisations. I haven’t done any specific research on those collaborations but I 
sort of went about them occasionally. Things like the marine council and the 
Olympic village that was collaboration I think to set up a green village. Not on 
reporting interestingly though. I haven’t seen much collaboration on looking at 
reporting. 
 
Interviewer: What were your thoughts on this confrontational approach used by 
ENGOs? Do you think that in most cases, a confrontational approach works from 
your experience, observations or independent research? 
 
Interviewee: Yes, I think it does. It works because it gets the issue noticed by the 
public, by the media so obviously ENGO has used the media a lot to get their 
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information out there, and their ideas and views out there. So I think the 
confrontational approach gets you on the news, and although a lot of people might 
say well that’s terrible what they’re doing, they shouldn’t be so confrontational, they 
are aware of the issue and it gets the issue discussed and talked about and in the 
public debate and I think that’s important. 
 
Interviewer: I have been reading some literature on forming partnerships between 
ENGOs and businesses. I see that in the past some ENGOs have strategically taken a 
collaborative approach to influence their reporting or practices. From your 
observations or experiences, what are your thoughts on a collaborative approach 
where ENGOs, the forestry industry and government work together to meet a 
particular sustainability cause? Do you think that the three parties would be willing 
to sit down together and come to some agreements? 
 
Interviewee: Half of me thinks it’s a sell-out, but that probably goes back to my roots 
when I was a bit radical when I was young, but I can see a place. I don’t believe that 
one extreme is the only way to go; I think that there are certainly places for 
confrontation but there are certainly places for working together. What ever gets the 
job done is important and I think that and I think ENGO’s are starting to see that 
now, that there are multiple strategies that they can employ. 
 
Interviewer: Going back to sustainability reporting. I have been examining the 
sustainability reports of five forestry corporations and have found that there seems 
to be imbalance between what is being reported and done in practice. I have also 
found that there is very limited discussion on the stakeholders that have engaged 
with the corporations’ during the process of developing the report. So I can see that 
there are some issues that currently exist in the voluntary disclosures made by 
forestry corporations. Based on your knowledge, is there an industry or a 
corporation that you would say actually take their sustainability performance 
seriously and report on it? (It does not necessarily have to be forestry related in 
specific) 
 
Interviewee: Based on my research over the years, I’ve noticed from those search 
projects is that certain industries always seem to come as reporting more for 
certainly the environmental sensitive industries like the mining, chemicals and oil 
industries. I think they do take it seriously, they recognise that it’s important to their 
survival and so they do take it seriously, but they take it seriously in the business 
model, and I think that’s what’s lacking for me is that there’s never any recognition 
that some firms probably need to close down in order for the planet to be sustainable 
and that’s not acceptable in the business world, which is why I support legislation 
because you’ve got to control these things. 
 
Interviewer: Many thanks for your thoughts on this. Is there anything else that you 
would recommend for me to think about or to look at or anything you want to add 
from your perspective? 
 
Interviewee: No I think that last point is the only thing that really comes to my mind. 
I think you’ve covered everything else. 
 
Appendices – Interview Transcripts 
229 
 
Interviewer: Well thank you so much for having the time to have a chat to me. I 
appreciate your contribution to my thesis. 
 
Interviewee: You’re very welcome. Good luck with the writing and do send a copy 
of your thesis once it’s done. 
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Appendix F Sustainability consultant interview transcript 
 
Interviewer: Many thanks for making the time to discuss some of my research 
questions. As you may be aware from the information sheet about my research, I am 
currently researching perspectives and influences of environmental groups on 
sustainability reporting practices adopted in Australian forestry corporations. Some 
of the companies I have been researching include Gunns, PaperlinX and TFS. From 
your observations of any forestry corporations - what were some of the strategies 
that environmental groups had used to reach their sustainability cause in the 
industry? 
 
Interviewee: I think ENGOs have used some very effective tactics, especially with 
Gunns Limited. The turning point I think was the campaign that the Wilderness 
Society organised against customers of the ANZ bank. ANZ bank was one of the 
major sources of finance for Gunns. Gunns was a long standing customer of the 
ANZ bank and the wilderness society together with some other activist groups ran a 
campaign directed at the ANZ bank which directly targeted customers inviting 
customers to complain to the ANZ bank about the banks’ lending practices to Gunns 
and this kind of tactic applying pressure through the supply chain effectively of 
Gunns being the supply of money but to go in this type of campaign was something 
new in activism in Australia and I think that was a turning point. It was a very 
successful campaign they also targeted the people who were superannuation fund 
owners and targeted those people and asked them to write to their superannuation 
funds and ask what money was invested in Gunns and by targeting the providers of 
capital to Gunns this was a key turning point in the tactics. They had been 
unsuccessful in getting any movement in their direct negotiations with either Gunns 
or the state government but by going to providers of capital suddenly everything 
started to look very different for Gunns and that was in my view the beginning of the 
end. Gunns did not recognise the significance of this as a campaign as a tactic as a 
turning point and was not responsive enough in changing its practices. 
 
There are different types of NGOs who will adopt different tactics to drive their 
agenda. Some of the environmental NGOs will deliberately take a confrontational 
stance Groups like the friends of the earth and Greenpeace and the wilderness 
society are good examples of that. There are other NGOs that will deliberately take a 
more collaborative approach aiming to build capacity and the world wildlife fund for 
nature is an example of that. So it’s not a question of what environmental groups 
should be doing it is a question of what is their core belief about the way to drive 
change and some have a core belief that the way to driven change is through capacity 
building and collaboration and others have core belief that the way to drive change is 
name and shame and run campaigns and to take a confrontational and activist 
perspective. I think that there is a place for both kinds of tactics and probably a 
whole range of others as well. They all have a place in the universe of those who 
want to see organisations operating in a more socially responsible manner. 
 
Interviewer: I get the impression from your perspective that a forestry corporation 
such as Gunns reserved to applying strategies that were adverse to shut down any 
questioning about their sustainability practices, especially those coming from 
environmental groups. Now that this corporation is no longer dominating the 
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forestry industry, what do you think Australian forestry corporations could learn 
from the actions of Gunns and their conflicts with environmental groups? 
 
Interviewee: Well they should be looking not only at Gunns but at the history of 
forestry all around the world and particularly in Canada. What Gunns experienced 
was very similar to what was experienced by a corporation called McMillan Bloedel 
in the 90s and they were also the target of activist campaigns against their 
unsustainable forestry practices but they took an alternative approach and they 
established a multi stakeholder dialogue and changed their practices and came to 
accommodation with Greenpeace and first nation groups and as a result they have 
basically stayed in business and they have adapted their business to contemporary 
societal expectations so Gunns should have taken the lesson that was there. There 
was plenty of documented evidence they never looked at or never payed attention to 
the experience of other forestry corporations having the same experiences as them 
there are plenty on the public record in the forestry industry. If you go to your 
academic library and look for the subject line War of the woods there is a couple of 
really interesting cases on the war of the woods. That was reference to the campaign 
that went for a number of years in British Columbia near Vancouver and it was very 
extensively analysed it is an example of what could be the opposite outcome to the 
one that Gunns experienced. 
 
The challenges started off very similar, but the outcomes were the complete 
opposite. There are differences for example McMillan Bloedel was probably logging 
a greater proportion of natural forest than Gunns but the pulp mill was just the tip of 
the ice berg really. It was like the straw that broke the camel’s back for activists 
because Gunns had a long standing history of environmental practices that were 
unsustainable. They would set poison in the forest to clear undergrowth and that not 
only cleared undergrowth but killed all kinds of native animals and the poisons got 
into the water tables of their neighbours and had bad effects on agricultural practices 
in the area. So they had unsustainable practices for decades and decades and because 
of that there was no trust that their promises about environmental responsibilities for 
the pulp mill would actually be true and activists were extremely cynical and did not 
believe any of their promises about any environmental standards. There were good 
reasons why they were targeted by the activists and that is because they had really 
poor practices. 
 
Interviewer: This is quite interesting and it provides insight to the direction of my 
research. While it may not directly link to the focus of my thesis (as it is specifically 
focuses on corporations operation in the forestry industry). However, I believe it 
provides an understanding to me that the management team of a corporation play a 
major influence on the way sustainability reporting is incorporated into the business. 
Thank you for sharing with me your ideas. 
 
Interviewee: You are very welcomed, glad to have assisted you. If you end up 
publishing your thesis please send me a copy I would love to read it! 
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Appendix G Sustainability consultant interview transcript 
 
Interviewer: Hello, thank you for making the time to address some of my research 
questions. I am currently studying the influence of environmental groups on forestry 
corporations in Australia.  I am interested to know more about the relationship 
between forestry corporations such as Gunns with environmental groups. Would you 
have any ideas based on observations or engagements with either party that may 
assist in my research? 
 
Interviewee: Well Gunns at the time it operated struck me that they were taking a 
consistent. They were very consistent in taking very adversarial view towards the 
stakeholders. I used to read about it in the paper and wonder what benefit they saw in 
being so adversarial? 
 
Interviewer: I have been reading a lot of literature that is suggesting that this 
particular forestry corporation did not attempt to engage with ENGOs. What were 
your thoughts about the environmental groups’ relationship with Gunns based on 
your readings or observations? 
 
Interviewee: Well I think it is a two way street so the long period of time my 
understanding of it, I have not lived in Tasmania but my understanding of it is that it 
has been a long running conflict really which is sad but there’s a compensation 
minded community and Gunn’s have been at loggerheads for a very long time and it 
really opens up big questions around economic and environmental viability for 
Tasmania so I think it is those two. The conservation movement is saying that the 
Tasmanian wilderness is valuable in its own right intrinsically and also when you 
look at eco-tourism and fine wood furniture making and some of those kind of 
industries which are perhaps not the traditional blue collar industries but they are 
clearly growing pretty successfully in Tasmania but on the other hand it is a state 
where you have got I think the highest unemployment in Australia I think it is 
something like 16% unemployment. So you do have a state that has got significant 
unemployment and poverty and therefore it is reasonable to want to maintain the 
streams that are going to employ blue collar workers. That is pretty important for the 
viability of the state but on the other hand it is always clear to me that taking that 
very adversarial approach obviously the environmental groups were dealing with 
Gunns. Gunns were continually adversarial, it refused to engage or discuss with 
environmental movement. 
 
Interviewer: I understand from your recount of reading about Gunns and its 
relationship with ENGOs, there appears to be a lot of tension and conflict. I wonder 
how environmental groups would have reacted to Gunns’ actions towards them. Do 
you think that a confrontational approach from an environmental groups’ 
perspective would work best to influence a hostile corporation’s reporting or 
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practice?, or should there be a bit of a collaborative and a confrontational approach 
to reach some form of an argument? 
 
Interviewee: Well in Gunns I’m not sure that collaborative behaviour would have 
gotten very far. Because the behaviour of the company was so confrontational you 
know that if you are anything less than confrontation yourself it’s not as if they were 
… this is my impression … I wasn’t involved in the situation but my sense is … you 
know they had no intention whatsoever in engaging in constructive dialogue. So 
being prepared is always important for environmental groups. To be prepared to 
have a constructive dialogue and be collaborative is essential and it might get them 
somewhere. But you have always got to maintain the openness to that possibility. 
However, my sense was that in the case of the forestry industry and the involvement 
of ENGOs, there would have been many times over the years where there were 
attempts to try and engage. However, with a company such as Gunns it was very 
difficult for environmental groups to enter and voice their opinions. I get the 
impression that many environmentalists got shut down in the process of trying to 
form dialogue with the company. I think at the end of the day it all depends on 
whether both sides want to communicate and not slam the door in each other’s face. 
 
Interviewer: Now that Gunns is no longer operating, what do you think other 
forestry corporations could learn from this corporation’s relationship with 
environmental stakeholders? 
Interviewee: The main money in the industry is coming from what you are chopping 
down and not from the actual employment. I think everyone needs to sit down and 
think about where the jobs are and what kind of industries do we need to support 
everybody in society. I think that needs to be on ever bodies mind. And I think that 
everybody needs to have a full appreciation of just how special Tasmania and state 
forests are and the fact that people come from all over the world to come to some of 
those special places. Tasmania has got remarkable and globally important 
biodiversity and I think that that also needs to be recognised by the logging industry. 
And I think the need for economic development for the state that’s born by 
everybody needs to be recognised by the environment movement. And if you can get 
that kind of recognition happening on both sides and you can get the local, state and 
federal governments engaged in that discussion. 
 
What had happened with Gunns is something that the industry will need to learn 
from. I heard someone say that within ANZ there had been the view that when the 
campaign really started around stopping them getting their money there was the view 
that the environmental groups just obstructed ANZ so much that they just didn’t 
meet the time lines. So it wasn’t really an ideological or philosophical issue for ANZ 
it was more that there was such an obstruction going on that they just didn’t meet 
their time lines. I think the obstruction was created by the environmental groups but I 
suspect that there was a wide range of views and opinions about that. Everyone 
would have a slightly different picture about it but certainly the global focus and the 
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investment and funding focus by the environmental groups would have an impact on 
the company 
 
Interviewer: Interesting that you have pointed that out. I had actually read about 
ANZ and what had happened, so it was quite big and so I can see that environmental 
groups were able to influence the forestry corporation to a degree. 
 
Interviewee: I think there needs to also be global agreements. The National Bank has 
signed up to that Global Natural Capital Agreement and my recollection is that ANZ 
was part of the social global guidelines or one of those global guidelines that they 
had signed up to. And that is what they have leveraged to the local groups in 
Australia I think. It was that once you got those either accreditations or standards or 
the articles around forest dealerships or companies had signed up to those global 
sustainability agreements or some other than that is the thing that then gives 
leverage. Because that then gives leverage to people internally within the businesses 
to draw attention to that and it is a risk if then lender has breached the guidelines and 
that lender has signed up to … and so that’s not a local ENGO issue that has been a 
result of 20 to 30 years of work at the global level.  In the 80s I was involved in the 
environmental movement and so there was a lot of work at the first conference which 
was in 2002. There was a lot of work happening in the 80s and 90s around building 
networks and around building global sustainability. So when the opportunities arise 
and when the companies lenders or the companies themselves own up to stuff then 
the environmental groups are in touch with that and maintain the networks to be able 
to personally reach through those. 
 
Interviewer: I see. Thank you so much for the insight that you have provided for my 
research focus. There are several things that you have mentioned that will require 
more reading and engagement with the literature. Do you have any suggestions of 
what could be interesting and valuable to read with regards to ENGO’s influence on 
forestry corporations such as Gunns? 
 
Interviewee: It is well worth thinking about that You should have a look at that I am 
not an expert on Gunn’s but certainly ANZ was a player in that and they have got a 
range of sustainability requirements. And they would have signed up to see what 
global agreements they signed up to have a look at those agreements and have a look 
at who was involved in getting those agreements up. So for instance if … let me 
think of one of the global groups I would think that there would be certainly global 
biodiversity campaign at work so there would be groups here in Australia linked up 
to the Sierra club and linked up with groups in the US and linked up with groups in 
Europe for instance. Having a look at the structure of some of that. Having a look at 
who was involved with that contacts and accords at the global level look at what the 
networks are and then that would give you a bit of a picture as to who has been able 
to leverage what. The public policy process to put pressure on a little local company 
in Tasmania run by a little local somewhat corrupt state government. 
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Interviewer: That’s a really great idea, thank you so much for that and I have made 
a note of it. It was good to chat. I appreciate your contribution to the thesis. 
Interviewee: You welcome. Good luck with the research and I look forward to 
reading your thesis one day.
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